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Senate

The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, June 29, 2020, at 3 p.m.

House of Representatives

The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BEYER).

—————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 26, 2020.

I hereby appoint the Honorable DON-
ALD S. BEYER, Jr. to act as Speaker pro
tempore on this day.

NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

—————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, thank You for giving
us another day.

Have mercy upon us, O God, as the
ravages of the coronavirus are spread-
ing still in many States nationwide.

Bless and comfort those who suffer
from this disease; give them healing.
Bless and comfort those who mourn the
loss of loved ones in the wake of
COVID-19.

Inspire those professionals whose
life’s work is healthcare, those who
care for the sick, and those who labor
to find treatments and cures to dis-
eases as they emerge and begin their
own effort to survive. Help us to love
You, and one another, for we know that
You work all things together for the
good of those who do so.

In our communities throughout the
country, continue to bless govern-
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ments, citizens, and police with a spirit
of respect and cooperation. May peace
might descend upon all, that neighbors,
and those in service to them, can look
forward together to a more prosperous
future.

Bless the people’s House, and may all
that is done be for Your greater honor
and glory.

Amen.

——————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 4(a) of House Resolution
967, the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings is approved.

—————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
THOMPSON) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania led
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to five requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of

the aisle.

————
CONGRATULATING ZACK EARP

(Mr. TAKANO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate a dear friend and
community member, Zack Earp, on re-
ceiving the Riverside Spirit Award.

Zack was a longtime educator and
Marine veteran who saw combat in
Vietnam.

Despite the health challenges he has
faced, Zack continues to serve actively
in our community by working with
local volunteers, advocating for local
students, and volunteering with the
Boy Scouts.

Zack has inspired so many people, in-
cluding me, with his positive attitude
and his will to make our community a
better place for all.

Zack has dedicated his life to service
and to activism, and we are lucky to
have him in Riverside.

Zack is deserving of this award, and
I am glad that the Riverside City Coun-
cil is recognizing such an outstanding
citizen.

———

CONGRATULATING MAJOR
GENERAL JON JENSEN

(Mr. STAUBER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STAUBER. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to stand here today and con-
gratulate Major General Jon Jensen of
the Minnesota National Guard on his
recent nomination to become the next
Director of the Army National Guard.

Major General Jensen is a proven
leader with an extraordinary record of
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service to the great State of Minnesota
and our Nation.

Currently, Major General Jensen
serves as the adjutant general of the
Minnesota National Guard, meaning
that he is the highest ranking guards-
man in our State. Major General Jen-
sen has also held numerous other lead-
ership positions during his 37 years
with the National Guard.

Throughout his entire career, Major
General Jensen has served with the
highest level of dedication. His service
has earned him the respect of the pub-

lic; countless government officials;
and, most importantly, his fellow
guardsmen.

On behalf of the entire State of Min-
nesota, I thank Major General Jon Jen-
sen for his service and congratulate
him on this well-deserved nomination.

Major General Jensen’s rich experi-
ence makes him the perfect fit for the
position, and I look forward to seeing
him confirmed by the United States
Senate soon.

———————

SENATE MUST PASS JUSTICE IN
POLICING ACT

(Ms. MENG asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. MENG. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
because our Nation is screaming out,
grieving for those killed by police bru-
tality and racial injustice.

I rise today because, for 8 minutes
and 46 seconds, a police officer pressed
his knee on George Floyd’s neck, slow-
ly killing him, but we know there are
countless more who will forever remain
faceless and nameless because their
stories were never recorded.

I rise today because Black lives mat-
ter.

Last night, I proudly voted to pass
this historic, transformative bill, the
Justice in Policing Act.

This bill would finally put in place
unprecedented and bold reforms to curb
police brutality and racial profiling
and combat the epidemic of racial in-
justice.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot turn our
backs on the cries for justice. We can-
not go back to a system that would
look the other way when faced with po-
lice brutality.

The Senate must follow the House’s
lead and immediately pass this bill be-
cause this moment of national anguish
demands nothing less.

HONORING THE LIFE OF ROBERT
BOATRIGHT

(Mr. CARTER of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to remember and honor
the life of Mr. Roger Boatright of
Alma, Georgia, who passed away on
May 8.

Roger was a remarkable man of great
courage, leadership, and depth, and I
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had the honor and privilege of knowing
him well.

Roger retired from the Georgia State
Patrol as a trooper first class and was
a faithful member to his church and
numerous community organizations,
such as the Bacon County Exchange
Club; the Bacon County Hospital Au-
thority; and the Georgia Municipal As-
sociation, to which he served as presi-
dent.

When Roger was elected as a council
member for the city of Alma in 1986,
this paved the course of his life of serv-
ice to his community.

A few years later, Roger was elected
mayor of Alma, where he faithfully
served 14 years. In 2009, he was elected
chairman of the Bacon County Board of
Commissioners and later returned to
serve as a council member for the city
of Alma.

While tremendously improving his
city as mayor, he was appointed to the
board of the Georgia Department of
Community Affairs before he became
chair of this statewide board.

Roger was truly a pillar in his com-
munity, which is why he was rightfully
rewarded various accolades.

Although Roger had a passion for
service and loved his community deep-
ly, he loved his family more than any-
thing.

I am thankful for the lasting impact
Roger had on so many, including my-
self, and I know his legacy and influ-
ence will remain for years to come.

My thoughts and prayers are with all
who worked with him, knew him, and
loved him. Southeast Georgia has lost
a great man.

———

DEMOCRATS REMAIN COMMITTED
TO STRENGTHENING HEALTHCARE

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday, the House will vote on the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care
Enhancement Act, a bill that will
lower healthcare costs and prescription
drug costs, protect patients with pre-
existing conditions, expand Medicaid,
and lower prescription drug costs.

Democrats have been committed
since the day we arrived here to
strengthening access to quality
healthcare.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, on the other hand, are trying
to rip away healthcare from 20 million
Americans and weaken protection for
135 million Americans with preexisting
conditions.

They have been trying to do this for
10 years. They are obsessed with the
very idea.

Yesterday, President Trump joined 18
Republican Governors and attorneys
general in filing a brief in the United
States Supreme Court to have the en-
tire Affordable Care Act declared un-
constitutional in the middle of a global
health pandemic. More than 40 million
Americans have filed for unemploy-
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ment; 120,000 Americans have died; and
more than 2.25 million Americans have
been infected with this virus. There has
never been a more important time to
protect access to quality, affordable
healthcare than right now.

That is why Democrats are going to
move forward with another bill that
will further strengthen access to high-
quality, affordable healthcare. It is im-
portant that we continue this fight to
protect the American people and their
access to healthcare.

———

RECOGNIZING 70TH ANNIVERSARY
OF KOREAN WAR

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday marked the 70th
anniversary of the Korean war. On
June 25, 1950, at 4 a.m., the North Ko-
rean army mercilessly crossed the 38th
parallel with 135,000 troops to begin the
invasion of the South.

This anniversary is an opportunity to
especially remember the 326,863 Ameri-
cans who served and the 36,574 who died
to successfully stop communist impe-
rialism.

I am grateful that President Donald
Trump and First Lady Melania Trump
provided a wreath at the extraordinary
Korean War Veterans Memorial on The
Mall yesterday in Washington.

There is no greater contrast between
the blessings of democratic capitalism,
with South Korea being one of the
world’s wealthiest nations as North
Korea’s totalitarian socialist regime
has mass poverty.

Korea is well represented in Wash-
ington by Ambassador Lee Soo-hyuck,
and Korean Americans are valued citi-
Zens.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———

HONORING THE LIFE OF
REVEREND MAGGIE HOWARD

(Mr. ROSE of New York asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. ROSE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today with an incredibly heavy
heart to honor the life of my dear
friend, Reverend Maggie Howard, a
woman whose kind soul is impossible
to describe in just this 1 minute that I
have.

From her Stapleton UAME Church
on Tompkins Avenue on Staten Island,
Reverend Howard led a ministry of
service that was impossible to miss.

Through her soup kitchen and pan-
try, she not only opened the doors of
her church; she opened her heart and
soul to anyone in need. When others
might see someone homeless or suf-
fering and look the other way, no,
Maggie would offer them a meal or
even a job.

That love for her community earned
her the nickname Stapleton’s Mother
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Teresa, and it was her fierce spirit that
allowed her to overcome so many chal-
lenges in her life, including fighting
through her own health struggles.

I know that all of Staten Island is
feeling the pain of losing Reverend
Howard this young, but I want to close
out with words of optimism that were
near and dear to her heart: ‘“No matter
what happened yesterday, tomorrow
can be better if we start today.”

Today, Staten Islanders are going to
come together to honor and celebrate
Reverend Howard’s life, and we will
never forget her memory.

——————

RECOGNIZING NATIONAL PTSD
AWARENESS MONTH

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize
June as National PTSD Awareness
Month, and this Saturday, June 27, as
PTSD Awareness Day.

We need to do more to defy the stig-
mas surrounding mental health. PTSD
treatment is a crucial tool that helps
many individuals, particularly our Na-
tion’s veterans, process, cope, and treat
emotional and mental trauma.

Sadly, many of the men and women
who have served in the United States
military return home with injuries and
scars, but sometimes, it is the invisible
scars that hurt the most. Many strug-
gle privately with PTSD and feel there
is no outlet.

PTSD Awareness Month is not only
an opportunity to raise awareness
about this, but it is also an oppor-
tunity to raise awareness about treat-
ment options.

The Department of Veterans Affairs
offers a variety of resources to help
those suffering from PTSD. Those
seeking treatment should know that
telemedicine may be an option as well,
ensuring our veterans receive timely
healthcare no matter where they live.

Mr. Speaker, I thank our Nation’s
veterans for their service, and I encour-
age those who are struggling with
PTSD to pursue treatment.

———

CONGRESS CANNOT STOP HERE

(Ms. TLAIB asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. TLAIB. Mr. Speaker, today, I
rise in support of the George Floyd
Justice in Policing Act. The measures
in this bill are long overdue and are a
step forward in ensuring people, espe-
cially Black folks in our country, do
not experience racist police violence.

We can’t stop here, though, Mr.
Speaker. I think about Aiyana Stan-
ley-Jones, a young girl in Detroit who
would be graduating from high school
this year if she had not been murdered
by police when they raided her home,
the wrong home, while she slept in
2010.
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We can’t stop here. We must continue
to push policies that will tear down
structural racism, reimagine public
safety, and divest from policing so we
can invest more in education,
healthcare, mental health, jobs, trans-
portation, things that keep us safe and
our communities thriving.

Aiyana should be here. George should
be here. Breonna Taylor should be
here. They all should be here.

Thank you so much, Mr. Speaker,
and I continue to work toward justice
for all of us.

———
0 0915

BUILD UPON THE ACCOMPLISH-
MENTS OF OUR FOREFATHERS

(Mr. WATKINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, leaders
everywhere should decry the violent
crowds toppling our statues. Our sys-
tems are the greatest ever devised by
mankind. They deliver more equality,
more justice, more liberty, and more
pursuits of happiness than any other
system throughout history.

Now, we haven’t always lived up to
the ideals of our system, but we should
build upon the accomplishments of our
forefathers, not destroy their memo-
ries. We must bring about change by
following the laws, not breaking them.
We must support our police, not am-
bush them.

————

WASHINGTON, D.C. ADMISSION ACT

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 1017, I call up the
bill (H.R. 51) to provide for the admis-
sion of the State of Washington, D.C.
into the Union, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1017, an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of the
Rules Committee Print 116-55, modified
by the amendment printed in part A of
House Report 116-436, is adopted and
the bill, as amended, is considered
read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 51

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Washington, D.C. Admission Act’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE STATE OF WASHINGTON, D.C.
Subtitle A—Procedures for Admission

Sec. 101. Admission into the Union.

Sec. 102. Election of Senators and Representa-
tive.

Sec. 103. Issuance of presidential proclamation.

H2521

Subtitle B—Seat of Government of the United
States

Territory and boundaries.

Description of Capital.

Retention of title to property.

Effect of admission on current laws of
seat of Government of United
States.

Capital National Guard.

Termination of legal status of seat of
Government of United States as
municipal corporation.

Subtitle C—General Provisions Relating to Laws
of State

121. Effect of admission on current laws.
122. Pending actions and proceedings.
123. Limitation on authority to tax Federal
property.
124. United States nationality.
TITLE II—INTERESTS OF FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT

Subtitle A—Federal Property

Treatment of military lands.
Waiver of claims to Federal property.

Subtitle B—Federal Courts

Residency requirements for certain
Federal officials.

Renaming of Federal courts.

Conforming amendments relating to
Department of Justice.

Treatment of pretrial services in
United States District Court.

Subtitle C—Federal Elections

Permitting individuals residing in
Capital to vote in Federal elec-
tions in State of most recent domi-
cile.

Repeal of Office of District of Colum-
bia Delegate.

Repeal of law providing for participa-
tion of seat of government in elec-
tion of President and Vice-Presi-
dent.

Ezxpedited procedures for consideration
of constitutional amendment re-
pealing 23rd Amendment.

TITLE III—CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN
AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Subtitle A—Employee Benefits

Federal benefit payments under cer-
tain retirement programs.

Continuation of Federal civil service
benefits for employees first em-
ployed prior to establishment of
District of Columbia merit per-
sonnel system.

Obligations of Federal Government
under judges’ retirement program.
Subtitle B—Agencies

Public Defender Service.

Prosecutions.

Service of United States Marshals.

Designation of felons to facilities of
Bureau of Prisons.

Sec. 315. Parole and supervision.

Sec. 316. Courts.

Subtitle C—Other Programs and Authorities

Sec. 321. Application of the College Access Act.
Sec. 322. Application of the Scholarships for
Opportunity and Results Act.
Medicaid Federal medical assistance
percentage.

Federal planning commissions.

Role of Army Corps of Engineers in
supplying water.

Requirements to be located in District
of Columbia.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

401. General definitions.

402. Statehood Transition Commission.

403. Certification of enactment by Presi-

dent.
404. Severability.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

111.
112.
113.
114.

115.
116.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

201.
202.

Sec. 211.

212.
213.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 214.

Sec. 221.

Sec. 222.

Sec. 223.

Sec. 224.

Sec. 301.

Sec. 302.

Sec. 303.

311.
312.
313.
314.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 323.

324.
325.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 326.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
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TITLE [STATE OF WASHINGTON, D.C.
Subtitle A—Procedures for Admission
SEC. 101. ADMISSION INTO THE UNION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions of
this Act, upon the issuance of the proclamation
required by section 103(a), the State of Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth is declared to
be a State of the United States of America, and
is declared admitted into the Union on an equal
footing with the other States in all respects
whatever.

(b) CONSTITUTION OF STATE.—The State Con-
stitution shall always be republican in form and
shall not be repugnant to the Constitution of
the United States or the principles of the Dec-
laration of Independence.

(c) NONSEVERABILITY.—If any provision of
this section, or the application thereof to any
person or circumstance, is held to be invalid, the
remaining provisions of this Act and any
amendments made by this Act shall be treated as
invalid.

SEC. 102. ELECTION OF SENATORS AND REP-
RESENTATIVE.

(a) ISSUANCE OF PROCLAMATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not more than 30 days after
receiving certification of the enactment of this
Act from the President pursuant to section 403,
the Mayor shall issue a proclamation for the
first elections for 2 Senators and one Represent-
ative in Congress from the State, subject to the
provisions of this section.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR ELECTIONS OF SEN-
ATORS.—In the elections of Senators from the
State pursuant to paragraph (1), the 2 Senate
offices shall be separately identified and des-
ignated, and mo person may be a candidate for
both offices. No such identification or designa-
tion of either of the offices shall refer to or be
taken to refer to the terms of such offices, or in
any way impair the privilege of the Senate to
determine the class to which each of the Sen-
ators shall be assigned.

(b) RULES FOR CONDUCTING ELECTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The proclamation of the
Mayor issued under subsection (a) shall provide
for the holding of a primary election and a gen-
eral election, and at such elections the officers
required to be elected as provided in subsection
(a) shall be chosen by the qualified voters of the
District of Columbia in the manner required by
the laws of the District of Columbia.

(2) CERTIFICATION OF RESULTS.—Election re-
sults shall be certified in the manner required by
the laws of the District of Columbia, except that
the Mayor shall also provide written certifi-
cation of the results of such elections to the
President.

(c) ASSUMPTION OF DUTIES.—Upon the admis-
sion of the State into the Union, the Senators
and Representative elected at the elections de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be entitled to be
admitted to seats in Congress and to all the
rights and privileges of Senators and Represent-
atives of the other States in Congress.

(d) EFFECT OF ADMISSION ON HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES MEMBERSHIP.—

(1) PERMANENT INCREASE IN NUMBER OF MEM-
BERS.—Effective with respect to the Congress
during which the State is admitted into the
Union and each succeeding Congress, the House
of Representatives shall be composed of 436
Members, including any Members representing
the State.

(2) INITIAL NUMBER OF REPRESENTATIVES FOR
STATE.—Until the taking effect of the first ap-
portionment of Members occurring after the ad-
mission of the State into the Union, the State
shall be entitled to one Representative in the
House of Representatives upon its admission
into the Union.

(3) APPORTIONMENT OF MEMBERS RESULTING
FROM ADMISSION OF STATE.—

(A) APPORTIONMENT.—Section 22(a) of the Act
entitled ‘““An Act to provide for the fifteenth and
subsequent decennial censuses and to provide
for apportionment of Representatives in Con-
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gress”’, approved June 18, 1929 (2 U.S.C. 2a(a)),
is amended by striking ‘‘the then existing num-
ber of Representatives’ and inserting ‘‘436 Rep-
resentatives’’.

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made
by subparagraph (A) shall apply with respect to
the first regular decennial census conducted
after the admission of the State into the Union
and each subsequent regular decennial census.
SEC. 103. ISSUANCE OF PRESIDENTIAL PROCLA-

MATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President, upon the cer-
tification of the results of the elections of the of-
ficers required to be elected as provided in sec-
tion 102(a), shall, not later than 90 days after
receiving such certification pursuant to section
102(b)(2), issue a proclamation announcing the
results of such elections as so ascertained.

(b) ADMISSION OF STATE UPON ISSUANCE OF
PROCLAMATION.—Upon the issuance of the proc-
lamation by the President under subsection (a),
the State shall be declared admitted into the
Union as provided in section 101(a).

Subtitle B—Seat of Government of the United
States
SEC. 111. TERRITORY AND BOUNDARIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), the State shall consist of all of the
territory of the District of Columbia as of the
date of the enactment of this Act, subject to the
results of the metes and bounds survey con-
ducted under subsection (c).

(b) EXCLUSION OF PORTION REMAINING AS
SEAT OF GOVERNMENT OF UNITED STATES.—The
territory of the State shall not include the area
described in section 112, which shall be known
as the “‘Capital’”’ and shall serve as the seat of
the Government of the United States, as pro-
vided in clause 17 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution of the United States.

(¢c) METES AND BOUNDS SURVEY.—Not later
than 180 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the President (in consultation with the
Chair of the National Capital Planning Commis-
sion) shall conduct a metes and bounds survey
of the Capital, as described in section 112(b).
SEC. 112. DESCRIPTION OF CAPITAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (c),
upon the admission of the State into the Union,
the Capital shall consist of the property de-
scribed in subsection (b) and shall include the
principal Federal monuments, the White House,
the Capitol Building, the United States Supreme
Court Building, and the Federal executive, leg-
islative, and judicial office buildings located ad-
jacent to the Mall and the Capitol Building (as
such terms are used in section 8501(a) of title 40,
United States Code).

(b) GENERAL DESCRIPTION.—Upon the admis-
sion of the State into the Union, the boundaries
of the Capital shall be as follows: Beginning at
the intersection of the southern right-of-way of
F Street NE and the eastern right-of-way of 2nd
Street NE;

(1) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 2nd Street NE to its intersection with the
northeastern right-of-way of Maryland Avenue
NE;

(2) thence southwest along said northeastern
right-of-way of Maryland Avenue NE to its
intersection with the northern right-of-way of
Constitution Avenue NE;

(3) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of Constitution Avenue NE to its intersec-
tion with the eastern right-of-way of 1st Street
NE;

(4) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 1st Street NE to its intersection with the
southeastern right-of-way of Maryland Avenue
NE;

(5) thence mortheast along said southeastern
right-of-way of Maryland Avenue NE to its
intersection with the eastern right-of-way of
2nd Street SE;

(6) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 2nd Street SE to the eastern right-of-way
of 2nd Street SE;
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(7) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 2nd Street SE to its intersection with the
northern property boundary of the property des-
ignated as Square 760 Lot 803;

(8) thence east along said northern property
boundary of Square 760 Lot 803 to its intersec-
tion with the western right-of-way of 3rd Street
SE;

(9) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 3rd Street SE to its intersection with the
northern right-of-way of Independence Avenue
SE;

(10) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of Independence Avenue SE to its intersec-
tion with the mnorthwestern right-of-way of
Pennsylvania Avenue SE;

(11) thence northwest along said northwestern
right-of-way of Pennsylvania Avenue SE to its
intersection with the eastern right-of-way of
2nd Street SE;

(12) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 2nd Street SE to its intersection with the
southern right-of-way of C Street SE;

(13) thence west along said southern right-of-
way of C Street SE to its intersection with the
eastern right-of-way of 1st Street SE;

(14) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 1st Street SE to its intersection with the
southern right-of-way of D Street SE;

(15) thence west along said southern right-of-
way of D Street SE to its intersection with the
eastern right-of-way of South Capitol Street;

(16) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of South Capitol Street to its intersection
with the mnorthwestern right-of-way of Canal
Street SE;

(17) thence southeast along said northwestern
right-of-way of Canal Street SE to its intersec-
tion with the southern right-of-way of E Street

(18) thence east along said southern right-of-
way of said E Street SE to its intersection with
the western right-of-way of 1st Street SE;

(19) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 1st Street SE to its intersection with the
southernmost corner of the property designated
as Square 736S Lot 801;

(20) thence west along a line extended due
west from said corner of said property des-
ignated as Square 736S Lot 801 to its intersection
with the southwestern right-of-way of New Jer-
sey Avenue SE;

(21) thence southeast along said southwestern
right-of-way of New Jersey Avenue SE to its
intersection with the northwestern right-of-way
of Virginia Avenue SE;

(22) thence northwest along said northwestern
right-of-way of Virginia Avenue SE to its inter-
section with the western right-of-way of South
Capitol Street;

(23) thence north along said western right-of-
way of South Capitol Street to its intersection
with the southern right-of-way of E Street SW;

(24) thence west along said southern right-of-
way of E Street SW to its end;

(25) thence west along a line extending said
southern right-of-way of E Street SW westward
to its intersection with the eastern right-of-way
of 2nd Street SW;

(26) thence north along said eastern right-of-
way of 2nd Street SW to its intersection with the
southwestern right-of-way of Virginia Avenue
SW;

(27) thence northwest along said southwestern
right-of-way of Virginia Avenue SW to its inter-
section with the western right-of-way of 3rd
Street SW;

(28) thence north along said western right-of-
way of 3rd Street SW to its intersection with the
northern right-of-way of D Street SW;

(29) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of D Street SW to its intersection with the
eastern right-of-way of 4th Street SW;

(30) thence north along said eastern right-of-
way of 4th Street SW to its intersection with the
northern right-of-way of C Street SW;

(31) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of C Street SW to its intersection with the
eastern right-of-way of 6th Street SW;
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(32) thence north along said eastern right-of-
way of 6th Street SW to its intersection with the
northern right-of-way of Independence Avenue

(33) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of Independence Avenue SW to its intersec-
tion with the western right-of-way of 12th Street
SW;

(34) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 12th Street SW to its intersection with
the northern right-of-way of D Street SW;

(35) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of D Street SW to its intersection with the
eastern right-of-way of 14th Street SW;

(36) thence south along said eastern right-of-
way of 14th Street SW to its intersection with
the northeastern boundary of the Consolidated
Rail Corporation railroad easement;

(37) thence southwest along said northeastern
boundary of the Consolidated Rail Corporation
railroad easement to its intersection with the
eastern shore of the Potomac River;

(38) thence generally morthwest along said
eastern shore of the Potomac River to its inter-
section with a line extending westward the
northern boundary of the property designated
as Square 12 Lot 806,

(39) thence east along said line extending
westward the morthern boundary of the prop-
erty designated as Square 12 Lot 806 to the
northern property boundary of the property des-
ignated as Square 12 Lot 806, and continuing
east along said northern boundary of said prop-
erty designated as Square 12 Lot 806 to its
northeast corner;

(40) thence east along a line extending east
from said northeast corner of the property des-
ignated as Square 12 Lot 806 to its intersection
with the western boundary of the property des-
ignated as Square 33 Lot 87;

(41) thence south along said western bound-
ary of the property designated as Square 33 Lot
87 to its intersection with the northwest corner
of the property designated as Square 33 Lot 88;

(42) thence counter-clockwise around the
boundary of said property designated as Square
33 Lot 88 to its southeast corner, which is along
the northern right-of-way of E Street NW;

(43) thence east along said northern right-of-
way of E Street NW to its intersection with the
western right-of-way of 18th Street NW;

(44) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 18th Street NW to its intersection with
the southwestern right-of-way of Virginia Ave-
nue NW;

(45) thence southeast along said southwestern
right-of-way of Virginia Avenue NW to its inter-
section with the northern right-of-way of Con-
stitution Avenue NW;

(46) thence east along said northern right-of-
way of Constitution Avenue NW to its intersec-
tion with the eastern right-of-way of 17th Street

w;

(47) thence north along said eastern right-of-
way of 17th Street NW to its intersection with
the southern right-of-way of H Street NW;

(48) thence east along said southern right-of-
way of H Street NW to its intersection with the
northwest corner of the property designated as
Square 221 Lot 35;

(49) thence counter-clockwise around the
boundary of said property designated as Square
221 Lot 35 to its southeast corner, which is along
the boundary of the property designated as
Square 221 Lot 37;

(50) thence counter-clockwise around the
boundary of said property designated as Square
221 Lot 37 to its southwest corner, which it
shares with the property designated as Square
221 Lot 818;

(51) thence south along the boundary of said
property designated as Square 221 Lot 818 to its
southwest corner, which it shares with the prop-
erty designated as Square 221 Lot 40;

(52) thence south along the boundary of said
property designated as Square 221 Lot 40 to its
southwest corner;

(53) thence east along the southern border of
said property designated as Square 221 Lot 40 to
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its intersection with the northwest corner of the
property designated as Square 221 Lot 820;

(54) thence south along the western boundary
of said property designated as Square 221 Lot
820 to its southwest corner, which it shares with
the property designated as Square 221 Lot 39;

(55) thence south along the western boundary
of said property designated as Square 221 Lot 39
to its southwest corner, which is along the
northern right-of-way of Pennsylvania Avenue
NW;

(56) thence east along said northern right-of-
way of Pennsylvania Avenue NW to its intersec-
tion with the western right-of-way of 15th Street
NW;

(57) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 15th Street NW to its intersection with a
line extending northwest from the southern
right-of-way of the portion of Pennsylvania Av-
enue NW north of Pershing Square;

(58) thence southeast along said line extend-
ing the southern right-of-way of Pennsylvania
Avenue NW to the southern right-of-way of
Pennsylvania Avenue NW, and continuing
southeast along said southern right-of-way of
Pennsylvania Avenue NW to its intersection
with the western right-of-way of 14th Street
NW;

(59) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 14th Street NW to its intersection with a
line extending west from the southern right-of-
way of D Street NW;

(60) thence east along said line extending west
from the southern right-of-way of D Street NW
to the southern right-of-way of D Street NW,
and continuing east along said southern right-
of-way of D Street NW to its intersection with
the eastern right-of-way of 132 Street NW;

(61) thence north along said eastern right-of-
way of 137> Street NW to its intersection with
the southern right-of-way of Pennsylvania Ave-
nue NW;

(62) thence east and southeast along said
southern right-of-way of Pennsylvania Avenue
NW to its intersection with the western right-of-
way of 12th Street NW;

(63) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 12th Street NW to its intersection with a
line extending to the west the southern bound-
ary of the property designated as Square 324 Lot
809;

(64) thence east along said line to the south-
west corner of said property designated as
Square 324 Lot 809, and continuing northeast
along the southern boundary of said property
designated as Square 324 Lot 809 to its eastern
corner, which it shares with the property des-
ignated as Square 323 Lot 802;

(65) thence east along the southern boundary
of said property designated as Square 323 Lot
802 to its southeast corner, which it shares with
the property designated as Square 324 Lot 808;

(66) thence counter-clockwise around the
boundary of said property designated as Square
324 Lot 808 to its mortheastern corner, which is
along the southern right-of-way of Pennsyl-
vania Avenue NW;

(67) thence southeast along said southern
right-of-way of Pennsylvania Avenue NW to its
intersection with the eastern right-of-way of 4th
Street NW;

(68) thence north along a line extending north
from said eastern right-of-way of 4th Street NW
to its intersection with the southern right-of-
way of C Street NW;

(69) thence east along said southern right-of-
way of C Street NW to its intersection with the
eastern right-of-way of 3rd Street NW;

(70) thence north along said eastern right-of-
way of 3rd Street NW to its intersection with the
southern right-of-way of D Street NW;

(71) thence east along said southern right-of-
way of D Street NW to its intersection with the
western right-of-way of 1st Street NW;

(72) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 1st Street NW to its intersection with the
northern right-of-way of C Street NW;

(73) thence west along said northern right-of-
way of C Street NW to its intersection with the
western right-of-way of 2nd Street NW;
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(74) thence south along said western right-of-
way of 2nd Street NW to its intersection with
the morthern right-of-way of Constitution Ave-
nue NW;

(75) thence east along said northern right-of-
way of Constitution Avenue NW to its intersec-
tion with the northeastern right-of-way of Lou-
isiana Avenue NW;

(76) thence northeast along said northeastern
right-of-way of Louisiana Avenue NW to its
intersection with the southwestern right-of-way
of New Jersey Avenue NW;

(77) thence northwest along said southwestern
right-of-way of New Jersey Avenue NW to its
intersection with the northern right-of-way of D
Street NW;

(78) thence east along said northern right-of-
way of D Street NW to its intersection with the
northeastern right-of-way of Louisiana Avenue
NW;

(79) thence northeast along said northwestern
right-of-way of Louisiana Avenue NW to its
intersection with the western right-of-way of
North Capitol Street;

(80) thence north along said western right-of-
way of North Capitol Street to its intersection
with the southwestern right-of-way of Massa-
chusetts Avenue NW;

(81) thence southeast along said southwestern
right-of-way of Massachusetts Avenue NW to
the southwestern right-of-way of Massachusetts
Avenue NE;

(82) thence southeast along said southwestern
right-of-way of Massachusetts Avenue NE to
the southern right-of-way of Columbus Circle
NE;

(83) thence counter-clockwise along said
southern right-of-way of Columbus Circle NE to
its intersection with the southern right-of way
of F Street NE; and

(84) thence east along said southern right-of-
way of F Street NE to the point of beginning.

(¢) EXCLUSION OF BUILDING SERVING AS STATE
CAPITOL.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, after the admission of the State
into the Union, the Capital shall not be consid-
ered to include the building known as the ‘“John
A. Wilson Building’’, as described and des-
ignated under section 601(a) of the Omnibus
Spending Reduction Act of 1993 (sec. 10-1301(a),
D.C. Official Code).

(d) CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF FRANCES
PERKINS BUILDING.—The entirety of the Frances
Perkins Building, including any portion of the
Building which is north of D Street Northwest,
shall be included in the Capital.

SEC. 113. RETENTION OF TITLE TO PROPERTY.

(a) RETENTION OF FEDERAL TITLE.—The
United States shall have and retain title to, or
Jjurisdiction over, for purposes of administration
and maintenance, all real and personal property
with respect to which the United States holds
title or jurisdiction for such purposes on the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union.

(b) RETENTION OF STATE TITLE.—The State
shall have and retain title to, or jurisdiction
over, for purposes of administration and mainte-
nance, all real and personal property with re-
spect to which the District of Columbia holds
title or jurisdiction for such purposes on the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union.

SEC. 114. EFFECT OF ADMISSION ON CURRENT
LAWS OF SEAT OF GOVERNMENT OF
UNITED STATES.

Ezxcept as otherwise provided in this Act, the
laws of the District of Columbia which are in ef-
fect on the day before the date of the admission
of the State into the Union (without regard to
whether such laws were enacted by Congress or
by the District of Columbia) shall apply in the
Capital in the same manner and to the same ex-
tent beginning on the date of the admission of
the State into the Union, and shall be deemed
laws of the United States which are applicable
only in or to the Capital.
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SEC. 115. CAPITAL NATIONAL GUARD.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Title 32, United States
Code, is amended as follows:

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In paragraphs (4), (6), and
(19) of section 101, by striking ‘‘District of Co-
lumbia’ each place it appears and inserting
“Capital’’.

(2) BRANCHES AND ORGANIZATIONS.—In section
103, by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and in-
serting ‘‘Capital’.

(3) UNITS: LOCATION; ORGANIZATION; COM-
MAND.—In subsections (c) and (d) of section 104,
by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ both places it
appears and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(4) AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In sec-
tion 107(b), by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’’
and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(5) MAINTENANCE OF OTHER TROOPS.—In sub-
sections (a), (b), and (c) of section 109, by strik-
ing ““‘District of Columbia’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(6) DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES.—In section 112(h)—

(A) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,”” both
places it appears and inserting ‘‘Capital,”’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘National
Guard of the District of Columbia’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘Capital National Guard’’.

(7) ENLISTMENT OATH.—In section 304, by
striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Capital’’.

(8) ADJUTANTS GENERAL.—In section 314, by
striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(9) DETAIL OF REGULAR MEMBERS OF ARMY
AND AIR FORCE TO DUTY WITH NATIONAL
GUARD.—In section 315, by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ each place it appears and inserting
“Capital’’.

(10) DISCHARGE OF OFFICERS; TERMINATION OF
APPOINTMENT.—In section 324(b), by striking
“District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(11) RELIEF FROM NATIONAL GUARD DUTY
WHEN ORDERED TO ACTIVE DUTY.—In subsections
(a) and (b) of section 325, by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ each place it appears and insert-
ing “Capital”.

(12) COURTS-MARTIAL OF NATIONAL GUARD NOT
IN FEDERAL SERVICE: COMPOSITION, JURISDIC-
TION, AND PROCEDURES;, CONVENING AUTHOR-
ITY.—In sections 326 and 327, by striking ‘‘Dis-
trict of Columbia’ each place it appears and in-
serting “‘Capital’’.

(13) ACTIVE GUARD AND RESERVE DUTY: GOV-
ERNOR’S AUTHORITY.—In section 328(a), by strik-
ing ‘“‘District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Cap-
ital”.

(14) TRAINING GENERALLY.—In section 501(b),
by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Capital’’.

(15) PARTICIPATION IN FIELD EXERCISES.—In
section 503(b), by striking ‘‘District of Colum-
bia’’ and inserting ‘“‘Capital’’.

(16) NATIONAL GUARD SCHOOLS AND SMALL
ARMS COMPETITIONS.—In section 504(b), by strik-
ing ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Cap-
ital”.

(17) ARMY AND AIR FORCE SCHOOLS AND FIELD
EXERCISES.—In section 505, by striking ‘‘Na-
tional Guard of the District of Columbia’ and
inserting ‘‘Capital National Guard’’.

(18) NATIONAL GUARD YOUTH CHALLENGE PRO-
GRAM.—In subsections (c)(1), (9)(2), (7), (k), and
(1)(1) of section 509, by striking ‘‘District of Co-
lumbia’ each place it appears and inserting
“Capital’’.

(19) ISSUE OF SUPPLIES.—In section 702—

(4) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘National
Guard of the District of Columbia’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘Capital National Guard’’; and

(B) in subsections (b), (c), and (d), by striking
“District of Columbia’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(20) PURCHASES OF SUPPLIES FROM ARMY OR
AIR FORCE.—In subsections (a) and (b) of section
703, by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ both
places it appears and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(21) ACCOUNTABILITY: RELIEF FROM UPON
ORDER TO ACTIVE DUTY.—In section 704, by
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striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Capital’.

(22) PROPERTY AND FISCAL OFFICERS.—In sec-
tion 708—

(4) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘National
Guard of the District of Columbia’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘Capital National Guard’’; and

(B) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(23) ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PROPERTY ISSUED TO
THE NATIONAL GUARD.—In subsections (c), (d),
(e), and (f) of section 710, by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ each place it appears and insert-
ing “Capital’’.

(24) DISPOSITION OF OBSOLETE OR CONDEMNED
PROPERTY.—In section 711, by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(25) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS OF CONDEMNED
STORES ISSUED TO NATIONAL GUARD.—In para-
graph (1) of section 712, by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(26) PROPERTY LOSS; PERSONAL INJURY OR
DEATH.—In section 715(c), by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) CAPITAL DEFINED.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 101 of title 32,
United States Code, is amended by adding at the
end the following new paragraph:

“(20) ‘Capital’ means the area serving as the
seat of the Government of the United States, as
described in section 112 of the Washington, D.C.
Admission Act.”’.

(B) WITH REGARDS TO HOMELAND DEFENSE AC-
TIVITIES.—Section 901 of title 32, United States
Code, is amended—

(i) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(3) The term ‘Governor’ means, with respect
to the Capital, the commanding general of the
Capital National Guard.” .

(2) TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE.—Title 10,
United States Code, is amended as follows:

(A) DEFINITIONS.—In section 101—

(i) in subsection (a), by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

““(19) The term ‘Capital’ means the area serv-
ing as the seat of the Government of the United
States, as described in section 112 of the Wash-
ington, D.C. Admission Act.”’;

(ii) in paragraphs (2) and (4) of subsection (c),
by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ both places it
appears and inserting ‘‘Capital’’; and

(iii) in subsection (d)(5), by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(B) DISPOSITION ON DISCHARGE.—In section
771a(c), by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and
inserting ‘‘Capital’.

(C) TRICARE COVERAGE FOR CERTAIN MEM-
BERS OF THE NATIONAL GUARD AND DEPENDENTS
DURING CERTAIN DISASTER RESPONSE DUTY.—In
section 1076f—

(i) in subsections (a) and (c)(1), by striking
“with respect to the District of Columbia, the
mayor of the District of Columbia’ both places
it appears and inserting ‘‘with respect to the
Capital, the commanding general of the Capital
National Guard’’; and

(ii) in subsection (c)(2), by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(D) PAYMENT OF CLAIMS: AVAILABILITY OF AP-
PROPRIATIONS.—In paragraph (2)(B) of section
2732, by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and in-
serting ‘‘Capital’’.

(E) MEMBERS OF ARMY NATIONAL GUARD: DE-
TAIL AS STUDENTS, OBSERVERS, AND INVESTIGA-
TORS AT EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, INDUSTRIAL
PLANTS, AND HOSPITALS.—In section 7401(c), by
striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Capital’.

(F) MEMBERS OF AIR NATIONAL GUARD: DETAIL
AS STUDENTS, OBSERVERS, AND INVESTIGATORS AT
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, INDUSTRIAL PLANTS,
AND HOSPITALS.—In section 9401(c), by striking
“District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(G) READY RESERVE: FAILURE TO SATISFAC-
TORILY PERFORM PRESCRIBED TRAINING.—In sec-
tion 10148(b)—
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(i) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,”” and in-
serting ‘“‘Capital,”’; and

(i1) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia National
Guard” and inserting ‘‘Capital National
Guard’.

(H) CHIEF OF THE NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU.—
In section 10502(a)(1)—

(i) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,”” and in-
serting ‘“‘Capital,”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia National
Guard” and inserting ‘‘Capital National
Guard’.

(I) VICE CHIEF OF THE NATIONAL GUARD BU-
REAU.—In section 10505(a)(1)(A)—

(i) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,”” and in-
serting ‘“‘Capital,”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia National
Guard” and inserting ‘‘Capital National
Guard’.

(J) OTHER SENIOR NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU
OFFICERS.—In subparagraphs (A) and (B) of
section 10506(a)(1)—

(i) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,” both
places it appears and inserting ‘‘Capital,”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia National
Guard’ both places it appears and inserting
“Capital National Guard’’.

(K) NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU: GENERAL PROVI-
SIONS.—In section 10508(b)(1), by striking ‘‘Dis-
trict of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(L) COMMISSIONED OFFICERS: ORIGINAL AP-
POINTMENT; LIMITATION.—In section 12204(b), by
striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Capital’’.

(M) RESERVE COMPONENTS GENERALLY.—In
section 12301(b), by striking ‘‘District of Colum-
bia National Guard’ both places it appears and
inserting ‘‘Capital National Guard’’.

(N) NATIONAL GUARD IN FEDERAL SERVICE:
CALL.—In section 12406—

(i) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,”’ and in-
serting ‘“‘Capital,”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘National Guard of the Dis-
trict of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital Na-
tional Guard’’.

(O) RESULT OF FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH
STANDARDS AND QUALIFICATIONS.—In section
12642(c), by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and
inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(P) LIMITATION ON RELOCATION OF NATIONAL
GUARD UNITS.—In section 18238—

(i) by striking ‘‘District of Columbia,”’ and in-
serting “‘Capital,”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘National Guard of the Dis-
trict of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital Na-
tional Guard’.

SEC. 116. TERMINATION OF LEGAL STATUS OF
SEAT OF GOVERNMENT OF UNITED
STATES AS MUNICIPAL CORPORA-
TION.

Notwithstanding section 2 of the Revised Stat-
utes relating to the District of Columbia (sec. 1-
102, D.C. Official Code) or any other provision
of law codified in subchapter I of chapter 1 of
the District of Columbia Official Code, effective
upon the date of the admission of the State into
the Union, the Capital (or any portion thereof)
shall not serve as a government and shall not be
a body corporate for municipal purposes.

Subtitle C—General Provisions Relating to

Laws of State
SEC. 121. EFFECT OF ADMISSION ON CURRENT
LAWS.

(a) LEGISLATIVE POWER.—The legislative
power of the State shall extend to all rightful
subjects of legislation in the State, consistent
with the Constitution of the United States (in-
cluding the restrictions and limitations imposed
upon the States by article I, section 10) and sub-
ject to the provisions of this Act.

(b) CONTINUATION OF AUTHORITY AND DUTIES
OF MEMBERS OF EXECUTIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND
JUDICIAL OFFICES.—Upon the admission of the
State into the Union, members of executive, leg-
islative, and judicial offices of the District of
Columbia shall be deemed members of the re-
spective executive, legislative, and judicial of-
fices of the State, as provided by the State Con-
stitution and the laws of the State.
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(¢c) TREATMENT OF FEDERAL LAWS.—To the ex-
tent that any law of the United States applies to
the States generally, the law shall have the
same force and effect in the State as elsewhere
in the United States, except as such law may
otherwise provide.

(d) NO EFFECT ON EXISTING CONTRACTS.—
Nothing in the admission of the State into the
Union shall affect any obligation under any
contract or agreement under which the District
of Columbia or the United States is a party, as
in effect on the day before the date of the ad-
mission of the State into the Union.

(e) SUCCESSION IN INTERSTATE COMPACTS.—
The State shall be deemed to be the successor to
the District of Columbia for purposes of any
interstate compact which is in effect on the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union.

(f) CONTINUATION OF SERVICE OF FEDERAL
MEMBERS ON BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS.—Noth-
ing in the admission of the State into the Union
shall affect the authority of a representative of
the Federal Government who, as of the day be-
fore the date of the admission of the State into
the Union, is a member of a board or commission
of the District of Columbia to serve as a member
of such board or commission or as a member of
a successor to such board or commission after
the admission of the State into the Union, as
may be provided by the State Constitution and
the laws of the State.

(9) SPECIAL RULE REGARDING ENFORCEMENT
AUTHORITY OF UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE,
UNITED STATES PARK POLICE, AND UNITED
STATES SECRET SERVICE UNIFORMED DIVISION.—
The United States Capitol Police, the United
States Park Police, and the United States Secret
Service Uniformed Division may not enforce any
law of the State in the State, except to the ex-
tent authorized by the State. Nothing in this
subsection may be construed to affect the au-
thority of the United States Capitol Police, the
United States Park Police, and the United
States Secret Service Uniformed Division to en-
force any law in the Capital.

SEC. 122. PENDING ACTIONS AND PROCEEDINGS.

(a) STATE AS LEGAL SUCCESSOR TO DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA.—The State shall be the legal suc-
cessor to the District of Columbia in all matters.

(b) NO EFFECT ON PENDING PROCEEDINGS.—AIl
existing writs, actions, suits, judicial and ad-
ministrative proceedings, civil or criminal liabil-
ities, prosecutions, judgments, sentences, orders,
decrees, appeals, causes of action, claims, de-
mands, titles, and rights shall continue unaf-
fected by the admission of the State into the
Union with respect to the State or the United
States, except as may be provided under this
Act, as may be modified in accordance with the
provisions of the State Constitution, and as may
be modified by the laws of the State or the
United States, as the case may be.

SEC. 123. LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TO TAX
FEDERAL PROPERTY.

The State may not impose any taxr on any real
or personal property owned or acquired by the
United States, except to the extent that Congress
may permit.

SEC. 124. UNITED STATES NATIONALITY.

No provision of this Act shall operate to con-
fer United States nationality, to terminate na-
tionality lawfully acquired, or to restore nation-
ality terminated or lost under any law of the
United States or under any treaty to which the
United States is or was a party.

TITLE II—INTERESTS OF FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT
Subtitle A—Federal Property
SEC. 201. TREATMENT OF MILITARY LANDS.

(a) RESERVATION OF FEDERAL AUTHORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2) and
subsection (b) and notwithstanding the admis-
sion of the State into the Union, authority is re-
served in the United States for the exercise by
Congress of the power of exclusive legislation in
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all cases whatsoever over such tracts or parcels
of land located in the State that, on the day be-
fore the date of the admission of the State into
the Union, are controlled or owned by the
United States and held for defense or Coast
Guard purposes.

(2) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—The power of
exclusive legislation described in paragraph (1)
shall vest and remain in the United States only
so long as the particular tract or parcel of land
involved is controlled or owned by the United
States and held for defense or Coast Guard pur-
poses.

(b) AUTHORITY OF STATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The reservation of authority
in the United States under subsection (a) shall
not operate to prevent such tracts or parcels of
land from being a part of the State, or to pre-
vent the State from exercising over or upon such
lands, concurrently with the United States, any
jurisdiction which it would have in the absence
of such reservation of authority and which is
consistent with the laws hereafter enacted by
Congress pursuant to such reservation of au-
thority.

(2) SERVICE OF PROCESS.—The State shall have
the right to serve civil or criminal process in
such tracts or parcels of land in which the au-
thority of the United States is reserved under
subsection (a) in suits or prosecutions for or on
account of rights acquired, obligations incurred,
or crimes committed in the State but outside of
such lands.

SEC. 202. WAIVER OF CLAIMS TO FEDERAL PROP-
ERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AS a compact with the
United States, the State and its people disclaim
all right and title to any real or personal prop-
erty not granted or confirmed to the State by or
under the authority of this Act, the right or title
to which is held by the United States or subject
to disposition by the United States.

(b) EFFECT ON CLAIMS AGAINST UNITED
STATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall rec-
ognize, deny, enlarge, impair, or otherwise af-
fect any claim against the United States, and
any such claim shall be governed by applicable
laws of the United States.

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
Act is intended or shall be construed as a find-
ing, interpretation, or construction by Congress
that any applicable law authorizes, establishes,
recognizes, or confirms the validity or invalidity
of any claim referred to in paragraph (1), and
the determination of the applicability to or the
effect of any law on any such claim shall be un-
affected by anything in this Act.

Subtitle B—Federal Courts
SEC. 211. RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-
TAIN FEDERAL OFFICIALS.

(a) CIRCUIT JUDGES.—Section 44(c) of title 28,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Except in the District of Co-
lumbia, each’ and inserting ‘‘Each’’; and

(2) by striking “within fifty miles of the Dis-
trict of Columbia’ and inserting ‘“‘within fifty
miles of the Capital’.

(b) DISTRICT JUDGES.—Section 134(b) of such
title is amended in the first sentence by striking
“‘the District of Columbia, the Southern District
of New York, and’ and inserting ‘‘the Southern
District of New York and’.

(¢) UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS.—Section
545(a) of such title is amended by striking the
first sentence and inserting ‘‘Each United States
attorney shall reside in the district for which he
or she is appointed, except that those officers of
the Southern District of New York and the East-
ern District of New York may reside within 20
miles thereof.”.

(d) UNITED STATES MARSHALS.—Section
561(e)(1) of such title is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘(1) the marshal for the Southern District of
New York may reside within 20 miles of the dis-
trict; and’’.
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(e) CLERKS OF DISTRICT COURTS.—Section
751(c) of such title is amended by striking ‘‘the
District of Columbia and’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply only to individuals
appointed after the date of the admission of the
State into the Union.

SEC. 212. RENAMING OF FEDERAL COURTS.

(a) RENAMING .—

(1) CIRCUIT COURT.—Section 41 of title 28,
United States Code, is amended—

(A) in the first column, by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’; and

(B) in the second column, by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital; Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth’’ .

(2) DISTRICT COURT.—Section 88 of such title
is amended—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Washington, Doug-
lass Commonwealth and the Capital’’;

(B) by amending the first paragraph to read
as follows:

“The State of Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth and the Capital comprise one judicial
district.”’; and

(C) in the second paragraph, by striking
“Washington’ and inserting ‘‘the Capital’’.

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relating
to section 88 in the table of sections for chapter
5 of such title is amended to read as follows:

““88. Washington, Douglass Commonwealth and
the Capital.”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO
COURT OF APPEALS.—Title 28, United States
Code, is amended as follows:

(1) APPOINTMENT OF JUDGES.—Section 44(a) of
such title is amended in the first column by
striking ‘‘District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Capital’’.

(2) TERMS OF COURT.—Section 48(a) of such
title is amended—

(4) in the first column, by striking ‘‘District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’;

(B) in the second column, by striking ‘“Wash-
ington’’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’ ; and

(C) in the second column, by striking ‘‘District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Capital’’.

(3) APPOINTMENT OF INDEPENDENT COUNSELS
BY CHIEF JUDGE OF CIRCUIT.—Section 49 of such
title is amended by striking ‘‘District of Colum-
bia’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘Cap-
ital”.

(4) CIRCUIT COURT JURISDICTION OVER CERTIFI-
CATION OF DEATH PENALTY COUNSELS.—Section
2265(c)(2) of such title is amended by striking
““‘the District of Columbia Circuit’”’ and inserting
“‘the Capital Circuit’’.

(5) CIRCUIT COURT JURISDICTION OVER REVIEW
OF FEDERAL AGENCY ORDERS.—Section 2343 of
such title is amended by striking ‘‘the District of
Columbia Circuit” and inserting ‘‘the Capital
Circuit”.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO
DISTRICT COURT.—Title 28, United States Code,
is amended as follows:

(1) APPOINTMENT AND NUMBER OF DISTRICT
COURT JUDGES.—Section 133(a) of such title is
amended in the first column by striking ‘‘Dis-
trict of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘Washington,
Douglass Commonwealth and the Capital’’.

(2) DISTRICT COURT JURISDICTION OF TAX
CASES BROUGHT AGAINST UNITED STATES.—Sec-
tion 1346(e) of such title is amended by striking
““the District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Washington, Douglass Commonwealth and the
Capital’.

(3) DISTRICT COURT JURISDICTION OVER PRO-
CEEDINGS FOR FORFEITURE OF FOREIGN PROP-
ERTY.—Section 1355(b)(2) of such title is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘the District of Columbia’ and
inserting ‘‘Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth and the Capital’’.

(4) DISTRICT COURT JURISDICTION OVER CIVIL
ACTIONS BROUGHT AGAINST A FOREIGN STATE.—
Section 1391(f)(4) of such title is amended by
striking ‘‘the District of Columbia’ and insert-
ing ‘“Washington, Douglass Commonwealth and
the Capital’’.
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(5) DISTRICT COURT JURISDICTION OVER AC-
TIONS BROUGHT BY CORPORATIONS AGAINST
UNITED STATES.—Section 1402(a)(2) of such title
is amended by striking ‘‘the District of Colum-
bia’’ and inserting ‘‘Washington, Douglass Com-
monwealth and the Capital’ .

(6) VENUE IN DISTRICT COURT OF CERTAIN AC-
TIONS BROUGHT BY EMPLOYEES OF EXECUTIVE
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT.—Section 1413 of such
title is amended by striking ‘‘the District of Co-
lumbia” and inserting ‘‘Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth and the Capital’’.

(7) VENUE IN DISTRICT COURT OF ACTION EN-
FORCING FOREIGN JUDGMENT.—Section
2467(c)(2)(B) of such title is amended by striking
““the District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Washington, Douglass Commonwealth and the
Capital’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING TO
OTHER COURTS.—Title 28, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) APPOINTMENT OF BANKRUPTCY JUDGES.—
Section 152(a)(2) of such title is amended in the
first column by striking ‘‘District of Columbia’
and inserting ‘“Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth and the Capital’.

(2) LOCATION OF COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS.—
Section 173 of such title is amended by striking
““the District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘the
Capital’.

(3) DUTY STATION OF JUDGES OF COURT OF
FEDERAL CLAIMS.—Section 175 of such title is
amended by striking ‘‘the District of Columbia’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘the Cap-
ital”.

(4) DUTY STATION OF JUDGES FOR PURPOSES OF
TRAVELING EXPENSES.—Section 456(b) of such
title is amended to read as follows:

““(b) The official duty station of the Chief Jus-
tice of the United States, the Justices of the Su-
preme Court of the United States, and the
judges of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Federal Circuit shall be the Capital.”’.

(5) COURT ACCOMMODATIONS FOR FEDERAL
CIRCUIT AND COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS.—Sec-
tion 462(d) of such title is amended by striking
““the District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘the
Capital”.

(6) PLACES OF HOLDING COURT OF COURT OF
FEDERAL CLAIMS.—Section 798(a) of such title is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘“Washington, District of Co-
lumbia’ and inserting ‘‘the Capital’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘the District of Columbia’ and
inserting ‘‘the Capital’’.

(e) OTHER CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) SERVICE OF PROCESS ON FOREIGN PARTIES
AT  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OFFICE.—Section
1608(a)(4) of such title is amended by striking
“Washington, District of Columbia’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the Capital’.

(2) SERVICE OF PROCESS IN PROPERTY CASES AT
ATTORNEY GENERAL OFFICE.—Section 2410(b) of
such title is amended by striking ‘“Washington,
District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘the Cap-
ital”.

(f) DEFINITION.—Section 451 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new undesignated paragraph:

“The term ‘Capital’ means the area serving as
the seat of the Government of the United States,
as described in section 112 of the Washington,
D.C. Admission Act.”.

(9) REFERENCES IN OTHER LAWS.—Any ref-
erence in any Federal law (other than a law
amended by this section), rule, or requlation—

(1) to the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia shall be deemed to refer
to the United States Court of Appeals for the
Capital;

(2) to the District of Columbia Circuit shall be
deemed to refer to the Capital Circuit; and

(3) to the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia shall be deemed to refer to
the United States District Court for Washington,
Douglass Commonwealth and the Capital.

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall take ef-
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fect upon the admission of the State into the

Union.

SEC. 213. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS RELATING
TO DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.

(a) APPOINTMENT OF UNITED STATES TRUST-
EES.—Section 581(a)(4) of title 28, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘the District of
Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘the Capital and
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth’.

(b) INDEPENDENT COUNSELS.—

(1) APPOINTMENT OF  ADDITIONAL  PER-
SONNEL.—Section 594(c) of such title is amend-
ed—

(4) by striking ‘‘the District of Columbia’ the
first place it appears and inserting ‘‘Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth and the Cap-
ital”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘the District of Columbia’ the
second place it appears and inserting ‘‘Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth’.

(2) JUDICIAL REVIEW OF REMOVAL.—Section
596(a)(3) of such title is amended by striking
“the District of Columbia’ and inserting
“Washington, Douglass Commonwealth and the
Capital’.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect upon the admis-
sion of the State into the Union.

SEC. 214. TREATMENT OF PRETRIAL SERVICES IN
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT.

Section 3152 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(other than
the District of Columbia)’’ and inserting ‘‘(sub-
ject to subsection (d), other than the District of
Columbia)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(d) In the case of the judicial district of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth and the
Capital—

“(1) upon the admission of the State of Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth into the
Union, the Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth Pretrial Services Agency shall continue
to provide pretrial services in the judicial dis-
trict in the same manner and to the same extent
as the District of Columbia Pretrial Services
Agency provided such services in the judicial
district of the District of Columbia as of the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union; and

“(2) upon the receipt by the President of the
certification from the State of Washington,
Douglass Commonwealth under section 315(b)(4)
of the Washington, D.C. Admission Act that the
State has in effect laws providing for the State
to provide pre-trial services, paragraph (1) shall
no longer apply, and the Director shall provide
for the establishment of pretrial services in the
judicial district under this section.”’.

Subtitle C—Federal Elections
SEC. 221. PERMITTING INDIVIDUALS RESIDING IN
CAPITAL TO VOTE IN FEDERAL ELEC-
TIONS IN STATE OF MOST RECENT
DOMICILE.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR STATES TO PERMIT IN-
DIVIDUALS TO VOTE BY ABSENTEE BALLOT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State shall—

(A) permit absent Capital voters to use absen-
tee registration procedures and to vote by absen-
tee ballot in general, special, primary, and run-
off elections for Federal office; and

(B) accept and process, with respect to any
general, special, primary, or runoff election for
Federal office, any otherwise valid voter reg-
istration application from an absent Capital
voter, if the application is received by the ap-
propriate State election official not less than 30
days before the election.

(2) ABSENT CAPITAL VOTER DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘“‘absent Capital voter’’ means,
with respect to a State, a person who resides in
the Capital and is qualified to vote in the State
(or who would be qualified to vote in the State
but for residing in the Capital), but only if the
State is the last place in which the person was
domiciled before residing in the Capital.
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(3) STATE DEFINED.—In this section, the term
“State’” means each of the several States, in-
cluding the State.

(b) RECOMMENDATIONS TO STATES TO MAXI-
MIZE ACCESS TO POLLS BY ABSENT CAPITAL VOT-
ERS.—To afford maximum access to the polls by
absent Capital voters, it is the sense of Congress
that the States should—

(1) waive registration requirements for absent
Capital voters who, by reason of residence in
the Capital, do not have an opportunity to reg-
ister;

(2) expedite processing of balloting materials
with respect to such individuals; and

(3) assure that absentee ballots are mailed to
such individuals at the earliest opportunity.

(c) ENFORCEMENT.—The Attorney General
may bring a civil action in the appropriate dis-
trict court of the United States for such declara-
tory or injunctive relief as may be necessary to
carry out this section.

(d) EFFECT ON CERTAIN OTHER LAWS.—The
exercise of any right under this section shall not
affect, for purposes of a Federal tax, a State
tax, or a local tax, the residence or domicile of
a person exercising such right.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall take
effect upon the date of the admission of the
State into the Union, and shall apply with re-
spect to elections for Federal office taking place
on or after such date.

SEC. 222. REPEAL OF OFFICE OF DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA DELEGATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 202 and 204 of the
District of Columbia Delegate Act (Public Law
91-405; sections 1-401 and 1-402, D.C. Official
Code) are repealed, and the provisions of law
amended or repealed by such sections are re-
stored or revived as if such sections had not
been enacted.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA ELECTIONS CODE OF 1955.—The Dis-
trict of Columbia Elections Code of 1955 is
amended—

(1) in section 1 (sec. 1-1001.01, D.C. Official
Code), by striking ‘‘the Delegate to the House of
Representatives,’’;

(2) in section 2 (sec. 1-1001.02, D.C. Official
Code)—

(A) by striking paragraph (6),

(B) in paragraph (12), by striking ‘‘(except the
Delegate to Congress for the District of Colum-
bia)”’, and

(C) in paragraph (13), by striking ‘‘the Dele-
gate to Congress for the District of Columbia,’’;

(3) in section 8 (sec. 1-1001.08, D.C. Official
Code)—

(A) by striking ‘‘Delegate,
and

(B) by striking ‘‘Delegate,”” each place it ap-
pears in subsections (d), (h)(1)(4), (h)(2), (i)(1),
0)1), (1)(3), and (k)(3);

(4) in section 10 (sec. 1-1001.10, D.C. Official
Code)—

(4) by striking subparagraph (A) of sub-
section (a)(3), and

(B) in subsection (d)—

(i) by striking ‘‘Delegate,
pears in paragraph (1), and

(ii) by striking paragraph (2) and redesig-
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2);

(5) in section 11(a)(2) (sec. 1-1001.11(a)(2),
D.C. Official Code), by striking ‘‘Delegate to the
House of Representatives,’’;

(6) in section 15(b) (sec. 1-1001.15(b), D.C. Of-
ficial Code), by striking ‘‘Delegate,”’; and

(7) in section 17(a) (sec. 1-1001.17(a), D.C. Of-
ficial Code), by striking ‘‘except the Delegate to
the Congress from the District of Columbia’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall take effect upon the admis-
sion of the State into the Union.

SEC. 223. REPEAL OF LAW PROVIDING FOR PAR-
TICIPATION OF SEAT OF GOVERN-
MENT IN ELECTION OF PRESIDENT
AND VICE-PRESIDENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 3, United
States Code, is amended—

2

in the heading,

iR

each place it ap-
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(1) by striking section 21; and

(2) in the table of sections, by striking the item
relating to section 21.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall take effect upon the date
of the admission of the State into the Union,
and shall apply to any election of the President
and Vice-President taking place on or after such
date.

SEC. 224. EXPEDITED PROCEDURES FOR CONSID-

ERATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT REPEALING 23RD
AMENDMENT.

(a) JOINT RESOLUTION DESCRIBED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘oint resolution’ means a
joint resolution—

(1) entitled ““A joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to repeal the 23rd article of amendment’’;
and

(2) the matter after the resolving clause of
which consists solely of text to amend the Con-
stitution of the United States to repeal the 23rd
article of amendment to the Constitution.

(b) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION IN HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.—

(1) PLACEMENT ON CALENDAR.—Upon intro-
duction in the House of Representatives, the
joint resolution shall be placed immediately on
the appropriate calendar.

(2) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—It shall be in order, not later
than 30 legislative days after the date the joint
resolution is introduced in the House of Rep-
resentatives, to move to proceed to consider the
joint resolution in the House of Representatives.

(B) PROCEDURE.—For a motion to proceed to
consider the joint resolution—

(i) all points of order against the motion are
waived;

(ii) such a motion shall not be in order after
the House of Representatives has disposed of a
motion to proceed on the joint resolution;

(iii) the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the motion to its adoption without
intervening motion;

(iv) the motion shall not be debatable; and

(v) a motion to reconsider the vote by which
the motion is disposed of shall not be in order.

(3) CONSIDERATION.—When the House of Rep-
resentatives proceeds to consideration of the
joint resolution—

(A) the joint resolution shall be considered as
read;

(B) all points of order against the joint resolu-
tion and against its consideration are waived;

(C) the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the joint resolution to its passage
without intervening motion except 10 hours of
debate equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent;

(D) an amendment to the joint resolution shall
not be in order; and

(E) a motion to reconsider the vote on passage
of the joint resolution shall not be in order.

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION IN SENATE.—

(1) PLACEMENT ON CALENDAR.—Upon intro-
duction in the Senate, the joint resolution shall
be placed immediately on the calendar.

(2) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding rule XXII
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, it is in
order, not later than 30 legislative days after the
date the joint resolution is introduced in the
Senate (even though a previous motion to the
same effect has been disagreed to) to move to
proceed to the consideration of the joint resolu-
tion.

(B) PROCEDURE.—For a motion to proceed to
the consideration of the joint resolution—

(i) all points of order against the motion are
waived,

(ii) the motion is not debatable;

(iii) the motion is not subject to a motion to
postpone;

(iv) a motion to reconsider the vote by which
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not
be in order; and
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(v) if the motion is agreed to, the joint resolu-
tion shall remain the unfinished business until
disposed of.

(3) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Senate proceeds to
consideration of the joint resolution—

(i) all points of order against the joint resolu-
tion (and against consideration of the joint reso-
lution) are waived;

(ii) consideration of the joint resolution, and
all debatable motions and appeals in connection
therewith, shall be limited to not more than 30
hours, which shall be divided equally between
the majority and minority leaders or their des-
ignees;

(iii) a motion further to limit debate is in order
and not debatable;

(iv) an amendment to, a motion to postpone,
or a motion to commit the joint resolution is not
in order; and

(v) a motion to proceed to the consideration of
other business is not in order.

(B) VOTE ON PASSAGE.—In the Senate the vote
on passage shall occur immediately following
the conclusion of the consideration of the joint
resolution, and a single quorum call at the con-
clusion of the debate if requested in accordance
with the rules of the Senate.

(C) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.—
Appeals from the decisions of the Chair relating
to the application of this subsection or the rules
of the Senate, as the case may be, to the proce-
dure relating to the joint resolution shall be de-
cided without debate.

(d) RULES RELATING TO SENATE AND HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.—

(1) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER
HOUSE.—If, before the passage by one House of
the joint resolution of that House, that House
receives from the other House the joint resolu-
tion—

(A) the joint resolution of the other House
shall not be referred to a committee; and

(B) with respect to the joint resolution of the
House receiving the resolution—

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the
same as if no joint resolution had been received
from the other House; and

(ii) the vote on passage shall be on the joint
resolution of the other House.

(2) TREATMENT OF JOINT RESOLUTION OF
OTHER HOUSE.—If one House fails to introduce
or consider the joint resolution under this sec-
tion, the joint resolution of the other House
shall be entitled to expedited floor procedures
under this section.

(3) TREATMENT OF COMPANION MEASURES.—If,
following passage of the joint resolution in the
Senate, the Senate receives the companion meas-
ure from the House of Representatives, the com-
panion measure shall not be debatable.

(e) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES AND
SENATE.—This section is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an ezxercise of the rulemaking power of
the Senate and House of Representatives, re-
spectively, and as such is deemed a part of the
rules of each House, respectively, but applicable
only with respect to the procedure to be followed
in that House in the case of the joint resolution,
and supersede other rules only to the extent
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional
right of either House to change the rules (so far
as relating to the procedure of that House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the same
extent as in the case of any other rule of that
House.

TITLE III—CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN
AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
Subtitle A—Employee Benefits
SEC. 301. FEDERAL BENEFIT PAYMENTS UNDER

CERTAIN RETIREMENT PROGRAMS.

(a) CONTINUATION OF ENTITLEMENT TO PAY-
MENTS.—Any individual who, as of the day be-
fore the date of the admission of the State into
the Union, is entitled to a Federal benefit pay-
ment under the District of Columbia Retirement
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Protection Act of 1997 (subtitle A of title XI of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997; sec. 1-
801.01 et seq., D.C. Official Code) shall continue
to be entitled to such a payment after the admis-
sion of the State into the Union, in the same
manner, to the same extent, and subject to the
same terms and conditions applicable under
such Act.

(b) OBLIGATIONS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any obligation of the Fed-
eral Government under the District of Columbia
Retirement Protection Act of 1997 which exists
with respect to any individual or with respect to
the District of Columbia as of the day before the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union shall remain in effect with respect to
such an individual and with respect to the State
after the admission of the State into the Union,
in the same manner, to the same extent, and
subject to the same terms and conditions appli-
cable under such Act.

(2) D.C. FEDERAL PENSION FUND.—Any obliga-
tion of the Federal Government under chapter 9
of the District of Columbia Retirement Protec-
tion Act of 1997 (sec. 1-817.01 et seq., D.C. Offi-
cial Code) with respect to the D.C. Federal Pen-
sion Fund which exists as of the day before the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union shall remain in effect with respect to
such Fund after the admission of the State into
the Union, in the same manner, to the same ex-
tent, and subject to the same terms and condi-
tions applicable under such chapter.

(c) OBLIGATIONS OF STATE.—Any obligation of
the District of Columbia under the District of
Columbia Retirement Protection Act of 1997
which exists with respect to any individual or
with respect to the Federal Government as of
the day before the date of the admission of the
State into the Union shall become an obligation
of the State with respect to such an individual
and with respect to the Federal Government
after the admission of the State into the Union,
in the same manner, to the same extent, and
subject to the same terms and conditions appli-
cable under such Act.

SEC. 302. CONTINUATION OF FEDERAL CIVIL
SERVICE BENEFITS FOR EMPLOYEES
FIRST EMPLOYED PRIOR TO ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA MERIT PERSONNEL SYSTEM.

(a) OBLIGATIONS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—
Any obligation of the Federal Government
under title 5, United States Code, which exists
with respect to an individual described in sub-
section (c) or with respect to the District of Co-
lumbia as of the day before the date of the ad-
mission of the State into the Union shall remain
in effect with respect to such individual and
with respect to the State after the admission of
the State into the Union, in the same manner, to
the same extent, and subject to the same terms
and conditions applicable under such title.

(b) OBLIGATIONS OF STATE.—Any obligation of
the District of Columbia under title 5, United
States Code, which exists with respect to an in-
dividual described in subsection (c) or with re-
spect to the Federal Government as of the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union shall become an obligation of the
State with respect to such individual and with
respect to the Federal Government after the ad-
mission of the State into the Union, in the same
manner, to the same extent, and subject to the
same terms and conditions applicable under
such title.

(c) INDIVIDUALS DESCRIBED.—An individual
described in this subsection is an individual who
was first employed by the government of the
District of Columbia before October 1, 1987.

SEC. 303. OBLIGATIONS OF FEDERAL GOVERN-
MENT UNDER JUDGES’ RETIREMENT
PROGRAM.

(a) CONTINUATION OF OBLIGATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any obligation of the Fed-
eral Government under subchapter III of chap-
ter 15 of title 11, District of Columbia Official
Code—
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(A) which exists with respect to any indi-
vidual and the District of Columbia as the result
of service accrued prior to the date of the admis-
sion of the State into the Union shall remain in
effect with respect to such an individual and
with respect to the State after the admission of
the State into the Union, in the same manner, to
the same extent, and subject to the same terms
and conditions applicable under such sub-
chapter; and

(B) subject to paragraph (2), shall exist with
respect to any individual and the State as the
result of service accrued after the date of the
admission of the State into the Union in the
same manner, to the same extent, and subject to
the same terms and conditions applicable under
such subchapter as such obligation existed with
respect to individuals and the District of Colum-
bia as of the date of the admission of the State
into the Union.

(2) TREATMENT OF SERVICE ACCRUED AFTER
TAKING EFFECT OF STATE RETIREMENT PRO-
GRAM.—Subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1) does
not apply to service accrued on or after the ter-
mination date described in subsection (b).

(b) TERMINATION DATE.—The termination date
described in this subsection is the date on which
the State provides written certification to the
President that the State has in effect laws re-
quiring the State to appropriate and make avail-
able funds for the retirement of judges of the
State.

Subtitle B—Agencies
SEC. 311. PUBLIC DEFENDER SERVICE.

(a) CONTINUATION OF OPERATIONS AND FUND-
ING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2) and subsection (b), title III of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court Reform and Criminal
Procedure Act of 1970 (sec. 2-1601 et seq., D.C.
Official Code) shall apply with respect to the
State and to the public defender service of the
State after the date of the admission of the State
into the Union in the same manner and to the
same extent as such title applied with respect to
the District of Columbia and the District of Co-
lumbia Public Defender Service as of the day be-
fore the date of the admission of the State into
the Union.

(2) RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TION.—For purposes of paragraph (2) of section
305(c) of such Act (sec. 2-1605(c)(2), D.C. Offi-
cial Code), the Federal Govermment shall be
treated as the employing agency with respect to
the benefits provided under such section to an
individual who is an employee of the public de-
fender service of the State and who, pursuant to
section 305(c) of such Act (sec. 2-1605(c), D.C.
Official Code), is treated as an employee of the
Federal Government for purposes of receiving
benefits under any chapter of subpart G of part
III of title 5, United States Code.

(b) RENAMING OF SERVICE.—Effective upon the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union, the State may rename the public de-
fender service of the State.

(c) CONTINUATION OF FEDERAL BENEFITS FOR
EMPLOYEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any individual who is an
employee of the public defender service of the
State as of the day before the date described in
subsection (d) and who, pursuant to Ssection
305(c) of the District of Columbia Court Reform
and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970 (sec. 2—-
1605(c), D.C. Official Code), is treated as an em-
ployee of the Federal Government for purposes
of receiving benefits under any chapter of sub-
part G of part III of title 5, United States Code,
shall continue to be treated as an employee of
the Federal Government for such purposes, not-
withstanding the termination of the provisions
of subsection (a) under subsection (d).

(2) RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TION.—Beginning on the date described in sub-
section (d), the State shall be treated as the em-
ploying agency with respect to the benefits de-
scribed in paragraph (1) which are provided to
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an individual who, for purposes of receiving
such benefits, is continued to be treated as an
employee of the Federal Government under such
paragraph.

(d) TERMINATION.—Subsection (a) shall termi-
nate upon the date on which the State provides
written certification to the President that the
State has in effect laws requiring the State to
appropriate and make available funds for the
operation of the office of the State which pro-
vides the services described in title III of the
District of Columbia Court Reform and Criminal
Procedure Act of 1970 (sec. 2-1601 et seq., D.C.
Official Code).

SEC. 312. PROSECUTIONS.

(a) ASSIGNMENT OF ASSISTANT UNITED STATES
ATTORNEYS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with sub-
chapter VI of chapter 33 of title 5, United States
Code, the Attorney General, with the concur-
rence of the District of Columbia or the State (as
the case may be), shall provide for the assign-
ment of assistant United States attorneys to the
State to carry out the functions described in
subsection (b).

(2) ASSIGNMENTS MADE ON DETAIL WITHOUT
REIMBURSEMENT BY STATE.—In accordance with
section 3373 of title 5, United States Code—

(A) an assistant United States attorney who is
assigned to the State under this section shall be
deemed under subsection (a) of such section to
be on detail to a regular work assignment in the
Department of Justice; and

(B) the assignment of an assistant United
States attorney to the State under this section
shall be made without reimbursement by the
State of the pay of the attorney or any related
expenses.

(b) FUNCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The functions de-
scribed in this subsection are criminal prosecu-
tions conducted in the name of the State which
would have been conducted in the name of the
United States by the United States attorney for
the District of Columbia or his or her assistants,
as provided under section 23-101(c), District of
Columbia Official Code, but for the admission of
the State into the Union.

(c) MINIMUM NUMBER ASSIGNED.—The number
of assistant United States attorneys who are as-
signed under this section may not be less than
the number of assistant United States attorneys
whose principal duties as of the day before the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union were to conduct criminal prosecutions in
the name of the United States under section 23—
101(c), District of Columbia Official Code.

(d) TERMINATION.—The obligation of the At-
torney General to provide for the assignment of
assistant United States attorneys under this sec-
tion shall terminate upon written certification
by the State to the President that the State has
appointed attorneys of the State to carry out
the functions described in subsection (b).

(e) CLARIFICATION REGARDING CLEMENCY AU-
THORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective upon the admission
of the State into the Union, the authority to
grant clemency for offenses against the District
of Columbia or the State shall be exercised by
such person or persons, and under such terms
and conditions, as provided by the State Con-
stitution and the laws of the State, without re-
gard to whether the prosecution for the offense
was conducted by the District of Columbia, the
State, or the United States.

(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the term
‘“‘clemency’ means a pardon, reprieve, or com-
mutation of sentence, or a remission of a fine or
other financial penalty.

SEC. 313. SERVICE OF UNITED STATES MAR-
SHALS.

(a) PROVISION OF SERVICES FOR COURTS OF
STATE.—The United States Marshals Service
shall provide services with respect to the courts
and court system of the State in the same man-
ner and to the same extent as the Service pro-
vided services with respect to the courts and
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court system of the District of Columbia as of
the day before the date of the admission of the
State into the Union, except that the President
shall not appoint a United States Marshal
under section 561 of title 28, United States Code,
for any court of the State.

(b) TERMINATION.—The obligation of the
United States Marshals Service to provide serv-
ices under this section shall terminate upon
written certification by the State to the Presi-
dent that the State has appointed personnel of
the State to provide such services.

SEC. 314. DESIGNATION OF FELONS TO FACILI-
TIES OF BUREAU OF PRISONS.

(a) CONTINUATION OF DESIGNATION.—Chapter
1 of subtitle C of title XI of the National Capital
Revitalization and Self-Government Improve-
ment Act of 1997 (sec. 24-101 et seq., D.C. Offi-
cial Code) and the amendments made by such
chapter—

(1) shall continue to apply with respect to in-
dividuals convicted of offenses under the laws of
the District of Columbia prior to the date of the
admission of the State into the Union; and

(2) shall apply with respect to individuals
convicted of offenses under the laws of the State
after the date of the admission of the State into
the Union in the same manner and to the same
extent as such chapter and amendments applied
with respect to individuals convicted of offenses
under the laws of the District of Columbia prior
to the date of the admission of the State into the
Union.

(b) TERMINATION.—The provisions of this sec-
tion shall terminate upon written certification
by the State to the President that the State has
in effect laws for the housing of individuals de-
scribed in subsection (a) in correctional facili-
ties.

SEC. 315. PAROLE AND SUPERVISION.

(a) UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION.—

(1) PAROLE.—The United States Parole Com-
mission—

(A) shall continue to exercise the authority to
grant, deny, and revoke parole, and to impose
conditions upon an order of parole, in the case
of any individual who is an imprisoned felon
who is eligible for parole or reparole under the
laws of the District of Columbia as of the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union, as provided under section 11231 of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997 (sec. 24—
131, D.C. Official Code); and

(B) shall exercise the authority to grant,
deny, and revoke parole, and to impose condi-
tions upon an order of parole, in the case of any
individual who is an imprisoned felon who is el-
igible for parole or reparole under the laws of
the State in the same manner and to the same
extent as the Commission exercised in the case
of any individual described in subparagraph
(A).

(2) SUPERVISION OF RELEASED OFFENDERS.—
The United States Parole Commission—

(4) shall continue to exercise the authority
over individuals who are released offenders of
the District of Columbia as of the day before the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union, as provided under section 11233(c)(2) of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997 (sec. 24—
133(c)(2), D.C. Official Code); and

(B) shall exercise authority over individuals
who are released offenders of the State in the
same manner and to the same extent as the
Commission exercised authority over individuals
described in subparagraph (A).

(3) CONTINUATION OF FEDERAL BENEFITS FOR
EMPLOYEES.—

(A) CONTINUATION.—Any individual who is an
employee of the United States Parole Commis-
sion as of the later of the day before the date
described in subparagraph (4) of paragraph (4)
or the day before the date described in subpara-
graph (B) of paragraph (4) and who, on or after
such date, is an employee of the office of the
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State which exercises the authority described in
either such subparagraph, shall continue to be
treated as an employee of the Federal Govern-
ment for purposes of receiving benefits under
any chapter of subpart G of part III of title 5,
United States Code, notwithstanding the termi-
nation of the provisions of this subsection under
paragraph (4).

(B) RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TION.—Beginning on the later of the date de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) of paragraph (4) or
the date described in subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (4), the State shall be treated as the em-
ploying agency with respect to the benefits de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) which are provided
to an individual who, for purposes of receiving
such benefits, is continued to be treated as an
employee of the Federal Government under such
subparagraph.

(4) TERMINATION.—The provisions of this sub-
section shall terminate—

(A4) in the case of paragraph (1), on the date
on which the State provides written certification
to the President that the State has in effect laws
providing for the State to exercise the authority
to grant, deny, and revoke parole, and to impose
conditions upon an order of parole, in the case
of any individual who is an imprisoned felon
who is eligible for parole or reparole under the
laws of the State; and

(B) in the case of paragraph (2), on the date
on which the State provides written certification
to the President that the State has in effect laws
providing for the State to exercise authority
over individuals who are released offenders of
the State.

(b) COURT SERVICES AND OFFENDER SUPER-
VISION AGENCY.—

(1) RENAMING.—Effective upon the date of the
admission of the State into the Union—

(A) the Court Services and Offender Super-
vision Agency for the District of Columbia shall
be known and designated as the Court Services
and Offender Supervision Agency for Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth, and any ref-
erence in any law, rule, or regulation to the
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia shall be deemed to
refer to the Court Services and Offender Super-
vision Agency for Washington, Douglass Com-
monwealth; and

(B) the District of Columbia Pretrial Services
Agency shall be known and designated as the
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth Pretrial
Services Agency, and any reference in any law,
rule or regulation to the District of Columbia
Pretrial Services Agency shall be deemed to refer
to the Washington, Douglass Commonwealth
Pretrial Services Agency.

(2) IN GENERAL.—The Court Services and Of-
fender Supervision Agency for Washington,
Douglass Commonwealth, including the Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth Pretrial Serv-
ices Agency (as renamed under paragraph (1))—

(A) shall continue to provide pretrial services
with respect to individuals who are charged
with an offense in the District of Columbia, pro-
vide supervision for individuals who are offend-
ers on probation, parole, and supervised release
pursuant to the laws of the District of Colum-
bia, and carry out sex offender registration
functions with respect to individuals who are
sex offenders in the District of Columbia, as of
the day before the date of the admission of the
State into the Union, as provided under section
11233 of the National Capital Revitalization and
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997 (sec.
24-133, D.C. Official Code); and

(B) shall provide pretrial services with respect
to individuals who are charged with an offense
in the State, provide supervision for offenders
on probation, parole, and supervised release
pursuant to the laws of the State, and carry out
sex offender registration functions in the State,
in the same manner and to the same extent as
the Agency provided such services and super-
vision and carried out such functions for indi-
viduals described in subparagraph (4A).
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(3) CONTINUATION OF FEDERAL BENEFITS FOR
EMPLOYEES.—

(A) CONTINUATION.—Any individual who is an
employee of the Court Services and Offender Su-
pervision Agency for Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth as of the day before the date de-
scribed in paragraph (4), and who, on or after
such date, is an employee of the office of the
State which provides the services and carries
out the functions described in paragraph (4),
shall continue to be treated as an employee of
the Federal Government for purposes of receiv-
ing benefits under any chapter of subpart G of
part III of title 5, United States Code, notwith-
standing the termination of the provisions of
paragraph (2) under paragraph (4).

(B) RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TION.—Beginning on the date described in para-
graph (4), the State shall be treated as the em-
ploying agency with respect to the benefits de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) which are provided
to an individual who, for purposes of receiving
such benefits, is continued to be treated as an
employee of the Federal Government under such
subparagraph.

(4) TERMINATION.—Paragraph (2) shall termi-
nate on the date on which the State provides
written certification to the President that the
State has in effect laws providing for the State
to provide pretrial services, supervise offenders
on probation, parole, and supervised release,
and carry out sex offender registration func-
tions in the State.

SEC. 316. COURTS.

(a) CONTINUATION OF OPERATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-
graphs (2) and (3) and subsection (b), title 11,
District of Columbia Official Code, as in effect
on the date before the date of the admission of
the State into the Union, shall apply with re-
spect to the State and the courts and court sys-
tem of the State after the date of the admission
of the State into the Union in the same manner
and to the same extent as such title applied with
respect to the District of Columbia and the
courts and court system of the District of Co-
lumbia as of the day before the date of the ad-
mission of the State into the Union.

(2) RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TION.—For purposes of paragraph (2) of section
11-1726(b) and paragraph (2) of section 11—
1726(c), District of Columbia Official Code, the
Federal Government shall be treated as the em-
ploying agency with respect to the benefits pro-
vided under such section to an individual who
is an employee of the courts and court system of
the State and who, pursuant to either such
paragraph, is treated as an employee of the Fed-
eral Government for purposes of receiving bene-
fits under any chapter of subpart G of part II1
of title 5, United States Code.

(3) OTHER EXCEPTIONS.—

(A) SELECTION OF JUDGES.—Effective upon the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union, the State shall select judges for any va-
cancy on the courts of the State.

(B) RENAMING OF COURTS AND OTHER OF-
FICES.—Effective upon the date of the admission
of the State into the Union, the State may re-
name any of its courts and any of the other of-
fices of its court system.

(C) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
paragraph shall be construed—

(i) to affect the service of any judge serving on
a court of the District of Columbia on the day
before the date of the admission of the State into
the Union, or to require the State to select such
a judge for a vacancy on a court of the State;
or

(ii) to waive any of the requirements of chap-
ter 15 of title 11, District of Columbia Official
Code (other than section 11-1501(a) of such
Code), including subchapter II of such chapter
(relating to the District of Columbia Commission
on Judicial Disabilities and Tenure), with re-
spect to the appointment and service of judges
of the courts of the State.
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(b) CONTINUATION OF FEDERAL BENEFITS FOR
EMPLOYEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any individual who is an
employee of the courts or court system of the
State as of the day before the date described in
subsection (e) and who, pursuant to section 11—
1726(b) or section 11-1726(c), District of Colum-
bia Official Code, is treated as an employee of
the Federal Government for purposes of receiv-
ing benefits under any chapter of subpart G of
part 111 of title 5, United States Code, shall con-
tinue to be treated as an employee of the Fed-
eral Govermment for such purposes, notwith-
standing the termination of the provisions of
this section under subsection (e).

(2) RESPONSIBILITY FOR EMPLOYER CONTRIBU-
TION.—Beginning on the date described in sub-
section (e), the State shall be treated as the em-
ploying agency with respect to the benefits de-
scribed in paragraph (1) which are provided to
an individual who, for purposes of receiving
such benefits, is continued to be treated as an
employee of the Federal Government under such
paragraph.

(c) CONTINUATION OF FUNDING.—Section 11241
of the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997 (section
11-1743 note, District of Columbia Official Code)
shall apply with respect to the State and the
courts and court system of the State after the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union in the same manner and to the same ex-
tent as such section applied with respect to the
Joint Committee on Judicial Administration in
the District of Columbia and the courts and
court system of the District of Columbia as of
the day before the date of the admission of the
State into the Union.

(d) TREATMENT OF COURT RECEIPTS.—

(1) DEPOSIT OF RECEIPTS INTO TREASURY.—Ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (2), all money re-
ceived by the courts and court system of the
State shall be deposited in the Treasury of the
United States.

(2) CRIME VICTIMS COMPENSATION FUND.—Sec-
tion 16 of the Victims of Violent Crime Com-
pensation Act of 1996 (sec. 4-515, D.C. Official
Code), relating to the Crime Victims Compensa-
tion Fund, shall apply with respect to the courts
and court system of the State in the same man-
ner and to the same extent as such section ap-
plied to the courts and court system of the Dis-
trict of Columbia as of the day before the date
of the admission of the State into the Union.

(e) TERMINATION.—The provisions of this sec-
tion, other than paragraph (3) of subsection (a)
and except as provided under subsection (b),
shall terminate on the date on which the State
provides written certification to the President
that the State has in effect laws requiring the
State to appropriate and make available funds
for the operation of the courts and court system
of the State.

Subtitle C—Other Programs and Authorities
SEC. 321. APPLICATION OF THE COLLEGE ACCESS
ACT.

(a) CONTINUATION.—The District of Columbia
College Access Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-98;
sec. 38-2701 et seq., D.C. Official Code) shall
apply with respect to the State, and to the pub-
lic institution of higher education designated by
the State as the successor to the University of
the District of Columbia, after the date of the
admission of the State into the Union in the
same manner and to the same extent as such Act
applied with respect to the District of Columbia
and the University of the District of Columbia
as of the day before the date of the admission of
the State into the Union.

(b) TERMINATION.—The provisions of this sec-
tion, other than with respect to the public insti-
tution of higher education designated by the
State as the successor to the University of the
District of Columbia, shall terminate upon writ-
ten certification by the State to the President
that the State has in effect laws requiring the
State to provide tuition assistance substantially
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similar to the assistance provided under the Dis-

trict of Columbia College Access Act of 1999.

SEC. 322. APPLICATION OF THE SCHOLARSHIPS
FOR OPPORTUNITY AND RESULTS
ACT.

(a) CONTINUATION.—The Scholarships for Op-
portunity and Results Act (division C of Public
Law 112-10; sec. 38-1853.01 et seq., D.C. Official
Code) shall apply with respect to the State after
the date of the admission of the State into the
Union in the same manner and to the same ex-
tent as such Act applied with respect to the Dis-
trict of Columbia as of the day before the date
of the admission of the State into the Union.

(b) TERMINATION.—The provisions of this sec-
tion shall terminate upon written certification
by the State to the President that the State has
in effect laws requiring the State—

(1) to provide tuition assistance substantially
similar to the assistance provided wunder the
Scholarships for Opportunity and Results Act;
and

(2) to provide supplemental funds to the pub-
lic schools and public charter schools of the
State in the amounts provided in the most recent
fiscal year for public schools and public charter
schools of the State or the District of Columbia
(as the case may be) under such Act.

SEC. 323. MEDICAID FEDERAL MEDICAL ASSIST-
ANCE PERCENTAGE.

(a) CONTINUATION.—Notwithstanding section
1905(b) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1396d(b)), during the period beginning on the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union and ending on September 30 of the fiscal
year during which the State submits the certifi-
cation described in subsection (b), the Federal
medical assistance percentage for the State
under title XIX of such Act shall be the Federal
medical assistance percentage for the District of
Columbia under such title as of the day before
the date of the admission of the State into the
Union.

(b) TERMINATION.—The certification described
in this subsection is a written certification by
the State to the President that, during each of
the first 5 fiscal years beginning after the date
of the certification, the estimated revenues of
the State will be sufficient to cover any reduc-
tion in revenues which may result from the ter-
mination of the provisions of this section.

SEC. 324. FEDERAL PLANNING COMMISSIONS.

(a) NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMIS-
SION.—

(1) CONTINUING APPLICATION.—Subject to the
amendments made by paragraphs (2) and (3),
upon the admission of the State into the Union,
chapter 87 of title 40, United States Code, shall
apply as follows:

(A) Such chapter shall apply with respect to
the Capital in the same manner and to the same
ertent as such chapter applied with respect to
the District of Columbia as of the day before the
date of the admission of the State into the
Union.

(B) Such chapter shall apply with respect to
the State in the same manner and to the same
ertent as such chapter applied with respect to
the State of Maryland and the Commonwealth
of Virginia as of the day before the date of the
admission of the State into the Union.

(2) COMPOSITION OF NATIONAL CAPITAL PLAN-
NING COMMISSION.—Section 8711(b) of title 40,
United States Code, is amended—

(A) by amending subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (1) to read as follows:

‘““(B) four citizens with experience in city or
regional planning, who shall be appointed by
the President.”’; and

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as fol-
lows:

““(2) RESIDENCY REQUIREMENT.—Of the four
citicen members, one shall be a resident of Vir-
ginia, one shall be a resident of Maryland, and
one shall be a resident of Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth.” .

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS
OF TERMS.—
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(A) ENVIRONS.—Paragraph (1) of section 8702
of such title is amended by striking ‘‘the terri-
tory surrounding the District of Columbia’ and
inserting ‘‘the territory surrounding the Na-
tional Capital’.

(B) NATIONAL CAPITAL.—Paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 8702 of such title is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(2) NATIONAL CAPITAL.—The term ‘National
Capital’ means the area serving as the seat of
the Government of the United States, as de-
scribed in section 112 of the Washington, D.C.
Admission Act, and the territory the Federal
Government owns in the environs.”’.

(C) NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION.—Subpara-
graph (A) of paragraph (3) of section 8702 of
such title is amended to read as follows:

““(A) the National Capital and the State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth;”’.

(b) COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS.—

(1) LIMITING APPLICATION TO THE CAPITAL.—
Section 9102(a)(1) of title 40, United States Code,
is amended by striking ‘‘the District of Colum-
bia’’ and inserting ‘‘the Capital’’.

(2) DEFINITION.—Section 9102 of such title is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘““(d) DEFINITION.—In this chapter, the term
‘Capital’ means the area serving as the seat of
the Govermment of the United States, as de-
scribed in section 112 of the Washington, D.C.
Admission Act.”’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 9101(d)
of such title is amended by striking ‘‘the District
of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘the Capital’’.

(c) COMMEMORATIVE WORKS ACT.—

(1) LIMITING APPLICATION TO CAPITAL.—Sec-
tion 8902 of title 40, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

““(c) LIMITING APPLICATION TO CAPITAL.—This
chapter applies only with respect to commemo-
rative works in the Capital and its environs.”’.

(2) DEFINITION.—Paragraph (2) of section
8902(a) of such title is amended to read as fol-
lows:

““(2) CAPITAL AND ITS ENVIRONS.—The term
‘Capital and its environs’ means—

“(A) the area serving as the seat of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, as described in
section 112 of the Washington, D.C. Admission
Act; and

“(B) those lands and properties administered
by the National Park Service and the General
Services Administration located in the Reserve,
Area I, and Area II as depicted on the map enti-
tled ‘Commemorative Areas Washington, DC
and Environs’, numbered 869/86501 B, and dated
June 24, 2003, that are located outside of the
State of Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth.”.

(3) TEMPORARY SITE DESIGNATION.—Section
8907(a) of such title is amended by striking ‘‘the
District of Columbia’ and inserting ‘‘the Cap-
ital and its environs’’.

(4) GENERAL CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
Chapter 89 of such title is amended by striking
“the District of Columbia and its environs”
each place it appears in the following sections
and inserting ‘‘the Capital and its environs’’:

(A) Section 8901(2) and 8901(4).

(B) Section 8902(a)(4).

(C) Section 8903(d).

(D) Section 8904(c).

(E) Section 8905(a).

(F) Section 8906(a).

(G) Section 8909(a) and 8909(b).

(5) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—
Section 8901(2) of such title is amended by strik-
ing ‘“‘the urban fabric of the District of Colum-
bia’’ and inserting ‘‘the urban fabric of the area
serving as the seat of the Government of the
United States, as described in section 112 of the
Washington, D.C. Admission Act’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall take ef-
fect on the date of the admission of the State
into the Union.
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SEC. 325. ROLE OF ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
IN SUPPLYING WATER.

(a) CONTINUATION OF ROLE.—Chapter 95 of
title 40, United States Code, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
“§9508. Applicability to Capital and State of

Washington, Douglass Commonwealth

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective upon the admis-
sion of the State of Washington, Douglass Com-
monwealth into the Union, any reference in this
chapter to the District of Columbia shall be
deemed to refer to the Capital or the State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth, as the
case may be.

‘““(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘Capital’ means the area serving as the seat of
the Government of the United States, as de-
scribed in section 112 of the Washington, D.C.
Admission Act.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions of chapter 95 of such title is amended by
adding at the end the following:

““9508. Applicability to Capital and State of
Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth.”.

SEC. 326. REQUIREMENTS TO BE LOCATED IN DIS-

TRICT OF COLUMBIA.

The location of any person in the Capital or
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth on the
day after the date of the admission of the State
into the Union shall be deemed to satisfy any
requirement under any law in effect as of the
day before the date of the admission of the State
into the Union that the person be located in the
District of Columbia, including the requirements
of section 72 of title 4, United States Code (relat-
ing to offices of the seat of the Government of
the United States), and title 36, United States
Code (relating to patriotic and national organi-
zations).

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 401. GENERAL DEFINITIONS.

In this Act, the following definitions shall
apply:

(1) The term ‘“‘Capital’”’ means the area serving
as the seat of the Government of the United
States, as described in section 112.

(2) The term ‘“‘Council’”’ means the Council of
the District of Columbia.

(3) The term ““Mayor’’ means the Mayor of the
District of Columbia.

(4) Ezxcept as otherwise provided, the term
“State’ means the State of Washington, Doug-
lass Commonwealth.

(5) The term ‘‘State Constitution’ means the
proposed Constitution of the State of Wash-
ington, D.C., as approved by the Council on Oc-
tober 18, 2016, pursuant to the Constitution and
Boundaries for the State of Washington, D.C.
Approval Resolution of 2016 (D.C. Resolution
R21-621), ratified by District of Columbia voters
in Advisory Referendum B approved on Novem-
ber 8, 2016, and certified by the District of Co-
lumbia Board of Elections on November 18, 2016.
SEC. 402. STATEHOOD TRANSITION COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established the
Statehood Transition Commission (hereafter in
this section referred to as the ‘“‘Commission’’).

(b) COMPOSITION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall be
composed of 18 members as follows:

(A) 3 members appointed by the President.

(B) 2 members appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

(C) 2 members appointed by the Minority
Leader of the House of Representatives.

(D) 2 members appointed by the Majority
Leader of the Senate.

(E) 2 members appointed by the Minority
Leader of the Senate.

(F) 3 members appointed by the Mayor.

(G) 3 members appointed by the Council.

(H) The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia.

(2) APPOINTMENT DATE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The appointments of the
members of the Commission shall be made not
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later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(B) EFFECT OF LACK OF APPOINTMENT BY AP-
POINTMENT DATE.—If one or more appointments
under any of the subparagraphs of paragraph
(1) is not made by the appointment date speci-
fied in subparagraph (A), the authority to make
such appointment or appointments shall expire,
and the number of members of the Commission
shall be reduced by the number equal to the
number of appointments so not made.

(3) TERM OF SERVICE.—Each member shall be
appointed for the life of the Commission.

(4) VACANCY.—A vacancy in the Commission
shall be filled in the manner in which the origi-
nal appointment was made.

(5) NO COMPENSATION.—Members shall serve
without pay, but shall receive travel erpenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, in ac-
cordance with applicable provisions under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United States
Code.

(6) CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR.—The Chair and
Vice Chair of the Commission shall be elected by
the members of the Commission—

(A) with respect to the Chair, from among the
members described in  subparagraphs (A)
through (E) of paragraph (1); and

(B) with respect to the Vice Chair, from
among the members described in subparagraphs
(F) and (G) of paragraph (1).

(c) STAFF.—

(1) DIRECTOR.—The Commission shall have a
Director, who shall be appointed by the Chair.

(2) OTHER STAFF.—The Director may appoint
and fix the pay of such additional personnel as
the Director considers appropriate.

(3) NON-APPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN CIVIL SERV-
ICE LAWS.—The Director and staff of the Com-
mission may be appointed without regard to the
provisions of title 5, United States Code, gov-
erning appointments in the competitive service,
and may be paid without regard to the provi-
sions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chap-
ter 53 of that title relating to classification and
General Schedule pay rates, except that an indi-
vidual so appointed may not receive pay in ex-
cess of the rate payable for level V of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Commis-
sion may procure temporary and intermittent
services under section 3109(b) of title 5, United
States Code, at rates for individuals not to ex-
ceed the daily equivalent of the rate payable for
level V of the Executive Schedule under section
5316 of such title.

(d) DUTIES.—The Commission shall advise the
President, Congress, the Mayor (or, upon the
admission of the State into the Union, the chief
erecutive officer of the State), and the Council
(or, upon the admission of the State into the
Union, the legislature of the State) concerning
an orderly transition to statehood for the Dis-
trict of Columbia or the State (as the case may
be) and to a reduced geographical size of the
seat of the Government of the United States, in-
cluding with respect to property, funding, pro-
grams, projects, and activities.

(e) POWERS.—

(1) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Commission
may, for the purpose of carrying out this Act,
hold hearings, sit and act at times and places,
take testimony, and receive evidence as the
Commission considers appropriate.

(2) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Commis-
sion may secure directly from any department or
agency of the United States information nec-
essary to enable it to carry out this Act. Upon
request of the Chair of the Commission, the
head of that department or agency shall furnish
that information to the Commission.

(3) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as other departments
and agencies of the United States.

(4) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—Upon
the request of the Commission, the Adminis-
trator of General Services shall provide to the
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Commission the administrative support services
necessary for the Commission to carry out its re-
sponsibilities under this Act.

(f) MEETINGS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall meet
at the call of the Chair.

(2) INITIAL MEETING.—The Commission shall
hold its first meeting not later than the earlier
of—

(4) 30 days after the date on which all mem-
bers of the Commission have been appointed; or

(B) if the number of members of the Commis-
sion is reduced under subsection (b)(2)(B), 90
days after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(3) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Commission shall constitute a quorum, but a
lesser number of members may hold hearings.

(9) REPORTS.—The Commission shall submit
such reports as the Commission considers appro-
priate or as may be requested by the President,
Congress, or the District of Columbia (or, upon
the admission of the State into the Union, the
State).

(h) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
cease to exist 2 years after the date of the admis-
sion of the State into the Union.

SEC. 403. CERTIFICATION OF ENACTMENT BY
PRESIDENT.

Not more than 60 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the President shall pro-
vide written certification of such enactment to
the Mayor.

SEC. 404. SEVERABILITY.

Except as provided in section 101(c), if any
provision of this Act or amendment made by this
Act, or the application thereof to any person or
circumstance, is held to be invalid, the remain-
ing provisions of this Act and any amendments
made by this Act shall not be affected by the
holding.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill,
as amended, shall be debatable for 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Oversight and
Reform.

The gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. HICE) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia.
GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material on H.R. 51.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia?

There was no objection.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the United States is the
only democratic country that denies
both voting rights in its national legis-
lature and local autonomy to the resi-
dents of its nation’s capital.

As we approach July Fourth, it is
long past time to apply the Nation’s
oldest slogan, ‘‘no taxation without
representation,” and the principle of
consent of the governed to District of
Columbia residents. H.R. 51 would do
so, and Congress has both the moral
obligation and the constitutional au-
thority to pass the bill.

H.R. 51 would admit the State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth
into the Union and reduce the size of
the Federal District. The State would
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consist of 66 of the 68 square miles of
the present-day Federal District.

The reduced Federal District, over
which Congress would retain plenary
authority, would consist of 2 square
miles. The reduced Federal District
would consist of the Washington that
Members of Congress and visitors asso-
ciate with the Nation’s Capital, includ-
ing the White House, the Capitol, the
Supreme Court, and the principal Fed-
eral monuments.

H.R. 51 has both the facts and the
Constitution on its side. The Constitu-
tion does not establish any pre-
requisites for new States, but Congress
generally has considered three factors
in admission decisions: resources and
population, support for statehood, and
commitment to democracy.

The District pays more Federal taxes
per capita than any State and pays
more Federal taxes than 22 States of
the Union. The District’s population of
705,000 is larger than those of Wyoming
and Vermont, and the new State would
be one of the seven States with a popu-
lation under 1 million.

D.C.’s $15.5 billion budget is larger
than those of 12 States, and the Dis-
trict’s AAA bond rating is higher than
those of 35 States. D.C. has a higher per
capita personal income and gross do-
mestic product than any State.

BEighty-six percent of D.C. residents
voted in favor of statehood in 2016. In
fact, D.C. residents have been fighting
for voting rights in Congress and local
autonomy for 219 years.

The Constitution’s Admissions
Clause gives Congress the authority to
admit new States, and all 37 new
States have been admitted by an act of
Congress. The Constitution’s District
Clause, which gives Congress plenary
authority over the Federal District,
sets a maximum size of the Federal
District of 100 square miles. It does not
set a minimum size. Congress pre-
viously has changed the size of the
Federal District, including by reducing
it 30 percent in 1846.

Over the last few months, the Nation,
and even the world, has witnessed dis-
criminatory and outrageous treatment
of D.C. residents by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In March, Congress passed the
CARES Act, which deprived the Dis-
trict of $7565 million in coronavirus fis-
cal relief by treating the District as a
territory rather than a State. The HE-
ROES Act, passed by the House in May,
would restore those funds.

This month, Federal police and out-
of-State National Guard troops occu-
pied D.C., without the consent of the
D.C. Mayor, to respond to largely
peaceful protests. Prior to this occupa-
tion of the city, there had been much
more looting and property destruction
in other cities, but the Federal Govern-
ment did not occupy those cities. The
Federal occupation occurred solely be-
cause the President thought that he
could get away with it. He was wrong.

For me, H.R. 51 is deeply personal.
My great-grandfather, Richard Holmes,
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who escaped as a slave from Virginia

on a plantation, made it as far as D.C.,

a walk to freedom but not to equal citi-

zenship. For three generations, my

family has been denied the rights other

Americans take for granted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself an additional 1 minute.

Congress has two choices: It can con-
tinue to exercise undemocratic or auto-
cratic authority over the 705,000 Amer-
ican citizens who reside in our Nation’s
capital, treating them, in the words of
Frederick Douglass, as ‘‘aliens; not
citizens, but subjects’’; or Congress can
live up to this Nation’s promise and
ideals and pass H.R. 51.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
Speaker NANCY PELOSI, Majority Lead-
er STENY HOYER, Majority Whip JAMES
CLYBURN, Chairwoman CAROLYN MALO-
NEY, and the late Elijah Cummings, our
millions of allies across the country,
and, most importantly, generations of
D.C. residents and officials who have
refused to simply accept their treat-
ment as second-class citizens for bring-
ing us to this historic day.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’ on H.R. 51, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDCIARY,
Washington, DC, June 18, 2020.

Hon. CAROLYN B. MALONEY,

Chairwoman, Committee on Oversight and Re-
form, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN MALONEY: This is to ad-
vise you that the Committee on the Judici-
ary has now had an opportunity to review
the provisions in H.R. 5803, the ‘“Washington,
D.C. Admission Act,” that fall within our
Rule X jurisdiction. I appreciate your con-
sulting with us on those provisions. The Ju-
diciary Committee has no objection to your
including them in the bill for consideration
on the House floor, and to expedite that con-
sideration is willing to forgo action on H.R.
5803, with the understanding that we do not
thereby waive any future jurisdictional
claim over those provisions or their subject
matters.

In the event a House-Senate conference on
this or similar legislation is convened, the
Judiciary Committee reserves the right to
request an appropriate number of conferees
to address any concerns with these or simi-
lar provisions that may arise in conference.

Please place this letter into the Congres-
sional Record during consideration of the
measure on the House floor. Thank you for
the cooperative spirit in which you have
worked regarding this matter and others be-
tween our committees.

Sincerely,
JERROLD NADLER,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND REFORM,
Washington, DC, June 22, 2020.

Hon. JERROLD NADLER,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding H.R. 5803, the Washington
D.C. Admission Act. As you know, the bill
was referred primarily to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform, with an
additional referral to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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I thank you for allowing the Committee on
the Judiciary to be discharged from further
consideration of the bill to expedite floor
consideration. This discharge in no way af-
fects your jurisdiction over the subject mat-
ter of the bill, and it will not serve as prece-
dent for future referrals. In addition, should
a conference on the bill be necessary, I would
support your request to have the Committee
on the Judiciary represented on the con-
ference committee.

I would be pleased to include this letter
and your correspondence in the Congres-
sional Record during floor consideration to
memorialize our understanding.

Sincerely,
CAROLYN B. MALONEY,
Chairwoman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, June 19, 2020.
Hon. CAROLYN B. MALONEY,
Chairwoman, Committee on Oversight and Re-
form, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN MALONEY: I write con-
cerning H.R. 5803, the ‘“Washington, D.C. Ad-
mission Act,” which was additionally re-
ferred to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce (Committee). There are certain provi-
sions in the legislation which concern the
Medicaid federal medical assistance percent-
age for a newly admitted state and fall with-
in the Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

In recognition of the desire to expedite
consideration of H.R. 5803, the Committee
agrees to waive formal consideration of the
bill as to such provisions. The Committee
takes this action with the mutual under-
standing that we do not waive any jurisdic-
tion over the subject matter contained in
this or similar legislation, and that the Com-
mittee will be appropriately consulted and
involved as this bill or similar legislation
moves forward so that we may address any
remaining issues within our jurisdiction. I
request that you urge the Speaker to name
Members of the Committee to any con-
ference committee which is named to con-
sider such provision. Such participation will
be critical to allow the Committee to con-
tinue to work on the policy involving the
Medicaid federal medical assistance percent-
age for a newly admitted state.

Finally, I would appreciate the inclusion of
this letter into the Congressional Record
during floor consideration of H.R. 5803.

Sincerely,
FRANK PALLONE, Jr.,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND REFORM,
Washington, DC, June 22, 2020.
Hon. FRANK PALLONE,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding H.R. 5803, the Washington
D.C. Admission Act. As you know, the bill
was referred primarily to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform, with an
additional referral to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, due to provisions in the
legislation which concern the Medicaid fed-
eral medical assistance percentage for a
newly admitted state.

I thank you for allowing the Committee on
Energy and Commerce to be discharged from
further consideration of the bill to expedite
floor consideration. This discharge in no way
affects your jurisdiction over the subject
matter of the bill, and it will not serve as
precedent for future referrals. In addition,
should a conference on the bill be necessary,
I would support your request to have the
Committee on Energy and Commerce rep-
resented on the conference committee.
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I would be pleased to include this letter
and your correspondence in the Congres-
sional Record during floor consideration to
memorialize our understanding.

Sincerely,
CAROLYN B. MALONEY,
Chairwoman.
HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
myself such time as I may con-

Mr.
yield
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 51, the Washington, D.C. Admis-
sion Act.

There is a whole lot more to state-
hood than simply being a large and vi-
brant city. Our Nation’s Founders
made it clear that D.C. is not meant to
be a State. They thought about it, they
debated it, and they rejected it. In fact,
in those early days, Alexander Ham-
ilton himself proposed an amendment
that would allow the District residents
to have a voting Member in the House,
and that proposal was rejected.

If the majority wishes to go against
our Founders, that is their prerogative,
but they should simply admit, in their
opinion, the Founders were wrong.
They cannot ignore the intention be-
hind D.C.’s current status. The Con-
stitution simply does not allow city
governments to become microstates
with all the rights and responsibilities
of full States. The debate about the na-
ture of Washington, D.C., is not a new
debate, but it is absolutely a settled
one.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle may gasp and protest in outrage
at the suggestion that what this is
really all about is an attempt to get
two more Democratic Senators. That is
what this really is all about.

On our side, there is no question that
we have the Constitution on our side
on this whole debate. The Constitution
clearly establishes a federation of sov-
ereign States, and representation here
in Washington, D.C., comes from those
States, the federation of those States.
This District is a unique entity. It was
set apart to not be influenced by a
State, but to, in itself, be governed by
those representatives of the various
States who are here.

Our Founders did not want this city,
the seat of our Federal Government, to
be influenced by any other State, but
that is exactly what this proposal
would do.

As James Madison expressed it him-
self in Federalist 43, if the Nation’s
Capital City were situated within a
State, the Federal Government could
be subject to undue influence of that
State. That is not the intent of our
Federal Government; that is not the
intent of this District that has been set
aside; and that is exactly what would
happen under this bill.

My colleagues across the aisle be-
lieve that excluding a small Federal
enclave from this new State would nul-
lify the mneed for a constitutional
amendment, but that is simply not
true. The original text of the Constitu-
tion is clear.

Congress has the power to create
States from two sources: a territory or
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an existing State that agrees to secede
its territory to become a State. Wash-
ington, D.C., is neither of these. It is
the Nation’s only Federal District, and
it is set aside for a specific purpose.
Congress does not have the authority
to take this District and create a State
out of it. At least one constitutional
amendment would be required for that
to happen.

During the markup of this bill, I per-
sonally raised these constitutional con-
cerns and offered an amendment to
provide an expedited procedure to deal
with the constitutional amendment,
but the Oversight Committee Demo-
crats opposed that amendment, and
they opposed, in fact, all of our amend-
ments that were put forth.

This is not a surprise that this whole
proposal has been rejected by the
American people.
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In fact, in a Gallup Poll last year, 64
percent of Americans reject the idea of
D.C. being a State, only 29 percent ap-
prove of it.

Granting D.C. statehood goes against
not only the American citizens’ de-
sires, but more importantly, against
the Constitution itself and certainly
our Framers’ original intent.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues in
the House to oppose the Washington,
D.C. Admissions Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY),
chairwoman of the House Committee
on Oversight and Reform, and I thank
her for the way she conducted hearings
on H.R. 51.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON), and my good friend, for
her years of leadership on this bill. She
is not only the author of the bill, but of
this historic day for our democracy.

For the first time in a generation,
the House will vote today on whether
hundreds of thousands of American
citizens will finally have their voices
counted in Congress.

We will vote to honor the most fun-
damental principles of this Nation and
for which a revolution was launched:
no taxation without representation and
consent of the governed.

I can think of no more honorable or
patriotic endeavor than taking up this
legislation today to give the people of
the District the same rights enjoyed by
hundreds of millions of other Ameri-
cans across our country.

The United States is a democracy,
but its capital is not. The TUnited
States is the only democratic country
that denies both voting rights in the
national legislature and local self-gov-
ernment to the people of the capital.
That is wrong and violates everything
we stand for as Americans.

The District pays more in Federal
taxes than 22 States and more per cap-
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ita than any State. Think about that.
It pays more than nearly half the
States in this country, yet D.C. resi-
dents have no vote in Congress, and
that is wrong.

The people of the District have been
fighting for equal rights for more than
200 years. In 2016, an overwhelming 86
percent of D.C. residents voted for
statehood.

President Trump’s recent decision to
deploy thousands of Federal law en-
forcement officers in D.C. against resi-
dents peacefully exercising their con-
stitutionally-protected right to pro-
test, and without the consent of the
District’s elected officials, dem-
onstrated the urgent need for full local

government and congressional rep-
resentation.
Unfortunately, so far, Republicans

have opposed our effort, and the Presi-
dent made clear exactly why: they
would rather deny voting rights for
hundreds of thousands of American
citizens than even consider the possi-
bility that representatives from the
new State could be Democrats.

Now, think about that argument.
They are willing to violate the core
principles of our democracy merely be-
cause they may be from a different po-
litical party. This argument is anti-
democratic and un-American.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. The questions for Republicans
are these: Do they truly believe in tax-
ation without representation? Do they
truly believe in States’ rights? Do they
truly believe the Federal Government
should stay out of local affairs? If they
do, then join us and act on these beliefs
today. This bill should be bipartisan.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge every
Member to vote on H.R. 51 for the soon-
to-be blst State of our great country.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just remind the
chairwoman that the entire court sys-
tem of Washington, D.C., is supported
by the Federal Government.

And there is representation. This
District has three electoral votes. No
other city in the country has that.
There is a representative here.

It is just an amazing thing, too, that
this whole bill does not even allow
elections for the new Governor that is
proposed here, so the very thing they
are arguing, they reject and deny from
the residents.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MURPHY), my good friend.

Mr. MURPHY of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today I rise in opposition to
H.R. 51.

Voting against this legislation is not
an economic, racial, or a social injus-
tice, as my colleagues across the aisle
may unfairly claim. I have no doubt
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that my Democratic friends, just like
Republicans, want the citizens of
Washington to have political rights
like every other American. However,
let’s talk about what is honest here.
Let’s just be honest.

The true goal here is to have two vir-
tually guaranteed new Democratic
seats so that D.C. can become a State.
That is what it comes down to. That is
the goal.

Why do I say that? Because there is a
much simpler alternative that I am
baffled that the Democrats do not want
anything to do with. I offered an
amendment to this bill that would
retrocede the District of Columbia
back to Maryland. That is where the
land came from.

Congress ceded the west side of the
Potomac, now Alexandria, from the
District of Columbia back to Virginia
in 1847. So there is plenty of historical
precedent for this action.

Unfortunately, despite making total
sense, my amendment was, sadly,
blocked.

If D.C. were ceded back to Maryland,
citizens can vote for Members of the
House of Representatives and Senate in
Maryland. They would have congres-
sional representation in both Cham-
bers, with the exact effect of statehood.

The move is simply unnecessary,
when ceding D.C. back to Maryland is a
viable, cost-effective, and common-
sense option.

To further nullify this debate, the
District of Columbia would require a
constitutional amendment to change.
The Framers of the Constitution, as
has been said before, were very clear
about this. The Supreme Court re-
affirmed this in 1949.

So why are we trying to overturn the
Supreme Court? One answer: politics,
pure and simple.

Even setting aside the obvious need
for a constitutional amendment, my
colleagues across the aisle know that
this legislation has no chance of be-
coming law. It is just the majority’s
attempt, again, to message bills to sat-
isfy the base.

Let me be clear: Republicans do not
want to attempt to stifle voices or sup-
press representation.

If the D.C. citizens want to have rep-
resentation, then cede the land back to
Maryland, because I have demonstrated
it is a more hands-down, more prac-
tical solution.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
teresting to note that the gentleman’s
amendment to cede the District of Co-
lumbia back to Maryland did not have
the consent of Maryland.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY), my good friend.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my good friend, ELEANOR
HoLMES NORTON, who is managing to-
day’s bill to right a wrong, but unfortu-
nately, because D.C. does not have a
vote here in the Congress, she won’t be
able to cast a vote on final passage of
her own bill.
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Today, we are being asked to right a
wrong. And you hear the contortions
on the other side of the aisle to con-
tinue to justify a fundamental right
being denied 700,000 fellow Americans
who pay taxes, who fight in our wars
and serve in government, who have
families, who are Americans, but have
no votes in the United States Congress.
They are bigger than five States.

They hide behind the Constitution.
The Constitution was written before
they even knew where the capital of
the United States would be, before a
blade of grass was touched to construct
Washington, D.C. No one at that time
could have envisioned the metropolis
of 700,000 Americans, let alone that
they would be denied their funda-
mental American right.

Let’s cede it to Maryland. Two prob-
lems: Maryland doesn’t want D.C. and
D.C. doesn’t want to be in Maryland.
The consent of the governed is a funda-
mental part of the American architec-
ture, which you conveniently overlook.

And then there is the right to be rep-
resented, another fundamental right
denied D.C.

Mr. Speaker, it is partisan politics,
yes. It is theirs. They want to deny
700,000 people their right to representa-
tion in this body and in the other body
because of their politics, or likely poli-
tics.

When have we ever done that as
America? We haven’t looked at how
people would vote before we decide to
incorporate them into the Union as a
State. We understood the right of peo-
ple to petition to become a State, and
Congress has that power.

Let’s right a wrong, especially in the
post-George Floyd world, and give peo-
ple their rightful representation in the
people’s body and in the Senate.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. COMER), my good friend
and a great member of the Oversight
Committee.

Mr. COMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. HICE)
for his great leadership on this issue.

At a time when Speaker PELOSI is
keeping Congress largely on the side-
lines, it is unfortunate that we are
spending precious work time debating
blatantly unconstitutional legislation.

Not only is this measure unconstitu-
tional and dead on arrival in the Sen-
ate, but it should not be a priority for
this body right now. Our Nation is fac-
ing a serious need for action. We need
police reform that focuses on trans-
parency and accountability, we need to
support American workers as States
safely reopen their communities and
economies, and we need to ensure that
money we have spent to fight the
coronavirus is effectively guarded
against waste, fraud, and abuse.

Passing this measure today would
signal a stunning lack of respect for
the Constitution. Making Washington,
D.C., a State would specifically violate
the intentions of our Founding Fa-
thers, who wanted the national seat of
government to belong to no State.
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In fact, the Constitution specifically
calls for Congress, not any State gov-
ernment, to have authority over the
District serving as the seat of Federal
Government.

Granting statehood for Washington,
D.C., requires a constitutional amend-
ment, just as granting the District
three electoral college votes required
the ratification of the 23rd Amend-
ment.

It is time for Congress to get back to
full-time work and take up the press-
ing issues facing our country, not play-
ing unconstitutional games.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RASKIN), my good friend and
neighbor.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, when in
the course of human events a relation-
ship stops working and one party expe-
riences a long train of abuses and in-
dignities at the hands of the other, you
scrap the old relationship and you
start anew.

It is nothing personal, but I wish our
GOP colleagues in the House and Sen-
ate could recognize that this just isn’t
working out anymore for the people of
Washington. The relationship you have
taken for granted for so long with the
local population is dysfunctional and,
frankly, abusive.

Plainly put,
ington want out.

It is not just the pepper spray and
the tear gas and the rubber bullets; it
is not just crashing their churches and
desecrating their religion with your
photo-ops; it is not just the use of their
sons and daughters in the National
Guard to put down protests by their
sons and daughters in the streets; it is
not just the threats to Federalize their
local police or the decision to overturn
their adoption laws, their marijuana
laws, and their health funding choices;
or your control of their judges and
prosecutors; or the constant Presi-
dential insults leveled against their
chosen leaders; it is not that the GOP
Members who claim to be the attentive
partners of the District never listen to
the people here, never go to their local
meetings, don’t know the mayor or the
city council or the ANC members; it is
not even the $750 million that they just
cheated the people of Washington out
of in the middle of this plague.

It is something deeper. It is not just
something you did.

The people of Washington have found
someone and something else. They
have voted to break up this dysfunc-
tional relationship with Congress to
start a healthy and respectful relation-
ship with America.

In America, States make their own
local policy and budget decisions with-
out constant tampering and inter-
ference by other people’s representa-
tives.

In America, every political commu-
nity stands on equal footing through
statehood. Each one sends two Sen-
ators to the U.S. Senate and voting
representatives to the House, delega-

the people of Wash-
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tions that guarantee no one will push
their people around.
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When you are a State, you help de-
cide things like whether your country
goes to war, who will be your judges
and supreme court justices, how will
your Federal tax dollars get spent, and
what should be the laws of the Nation.

The only question now is whether
Congress is mature enough, is man
enough, to deal with the fact that
Washington no longer wants to be
under our thumb. A mature and faith-
ful Congress that wants the best for all
of its people is not afraid of statehood.
We celebrate it. We delight in it.

America started as 13 States, but we
have exercised our powers under Arti-
cle IV, Section 3, 37 separate times to
admit 37 new States, all of them by
simple legislative acts, none of them

by constitutional amendment, and
each one was controversial in its own
way.

I heard the gentleman say that you
have to be either a territory or for-
mally part of another State to be ad-
mitted as a State. It is not true. I have
a one-word answer to that: Texas. It
was its own independent country. It
was a republic, and people said that
was unconstitutional and Congress
said: No, we are going to favor the tra-
jectory of democratic inclusion and po-
litical equality.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman from Maryland an addi-
tional 30 seconds.

Mr. RASKIN. So every State has
faced objections. They said Utah was
too Mormon, and New Mexico was too
Catholic. Hawaii and Alaska, in 1959, of
course, they weren’t contiguous; they
couldn’t be admitted.

Yes, the District exists now under
Article I, Section 8, Clause 17, but the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia proposes to shrink the Federal
district the way it was shrunk in 1847
because the slave masters of Virginia
wanted the land back in advance of
congressional abolition of the slave
traffic in the District.

If we can modify the boundaries of
the Federal district to placate the
slave masters in the 19th century, we
can modify the boundaries of the Fed-
eral district in the 21st century to
grant statehood and equal rights to the
people of Washington, D.C.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
will just remind my good friend, listen,
we share the concern if people are
upset, if it is not working. But the re-
ality is, if it is not working, we have a
system in this government, in our sys-
tem, to deal with it. And in this case,
it is called a constitutional amend-
ment.

Why the Democrats are not pre-
senting a constitutional amendment to

The
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deal with the problem is beyond me,
but it is what it is.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR),
my good friend.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 51
and its affront to the Constitution.

The Founding Fathers did not intend
for Washington, D.C., to be a State. Ar-
ticle I, Section 8, Clause 17 of the
United States Constitution provides
Congress with exclusive jurisdiction
over the District of Columbia. The en-
clave clause was included for specific
reasons, notably the fact that the oper-
ation of the seat of the Federal Govern-
ment of the United States, whose laws
now affect approximately 330 million
Americans, should not be impeded by
local ordinances, actions, or taxation.

The Framers of the Constitution had
good reason for this concern, having
witnessed the reluctance of local au-
thorities to police disorderly conduct
by protesters in June of 1783, conduct
that forced the adjournment of Con-
gress and the flight of its Members to
neighboring States. We see similar sit-
uations playing out in the streets
today, right here in Washington, D.C.

Passage of this vote today violates
the Constitution in two different ways:
first, withdrawing specifically enumer-
ated powers granting Congress control
of the Federal district; and, two, ignor-
ing the constitutional amendment
process the Framers outlined to make
changes to our founding charter.

Yesterday, I testified on my amend-
ment to the Rules Committee, which
reaffirmed and enhanced congressional
leadership over the District provided in
the District of Columbia Home Rule
Act. Unfortunately, my colleagues did
not accept this amendment, which was
crafted in the spirit of the Constitu-
tion, pushing this legislation and the
legal thought behind it even further
away from our founding tradition.

The last few months have been very
difficult times in this country, with
unrest spanning throughout our Na-
tion, including right here inside Wash-
ington, D.C., itself. In the face of will-
ful disregard for the rule of law, it is ir-
responsible for this body to follow in
these footsteps by blatantly taking ac-
tion against our Constitution.

The democratic and legal wisdom of
our Founders is unprecedented, and
their calls for a legal charter, which
granted and preserved individual lib-
erties and good governance, stand true
today. Going against their intentions
now is neither prudent nor in the best
interest of the country.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
H.R. 51.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding and for
her tremendous leadership over time to
remove obstacles of participation to
our democracy, whether it is a voting
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rights act for all, or whether it is ob-
serving the 100th anniversary of women
having the right to vote, and whether
it is about giving full participation in
our democracy to the District of Co-
lumbia.

I am proud to join her in wearing this
mask. It says ‘‘blst,”” and that is why
this legislation is H.R. 51, D.C. state-
hood, which I will talk about now.

But Congresswoman ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON has been brilliant, re-
lentless, persistent, dissatisfied about
the lack of full participation for her
constituents in the work of Congress.
So I salute her as the patron saint and
guiding star of D.C. statehood, even be-
fore she came to Congress, but since
she came to Congress, she has worked
tirelessly and relentlessly to build his-
toric support for this bill. She gives us
the honor of participating in this his-
toric vote, wherein the House of Rep-
resentatives, for the first time, will
vote for statehood for the District.

D.C. statehood, Mr. Speaker, is both
an official and a personal priority for
me. My colleagues have heard me say
this, but I will say it again. When I was
born, my father was a Member of Con-
gress from Baltimore, Maryland. He
was on the Appropriations Committee,
and he served as the chair of the D.C.
appropriations subcommittee.

At that time, they tell me, that per-
son would be regarded as the mayor,
unofficial mayor, of Washington be-
cause that Appropriations Committee
made all the decisions, so many deci-
sions, for the District of Columbia. He
was a big supporter of home rule, see-
ing from that perspective the unfair-
ness of it all, a big supporter of home
rule.

In any event, he did his job in a way
to try to make a path, and it passed;
then later, home rule; then later a
mayor and the rest; and now, to where
Wwe are now.

Yesterday, someone said: Can you
find middle ground? This is middle
ground, the status quo. We have to go
forward.

I later had the privilege of serving on
the Appropriations Committee, on the
District of Columbia subcommittee,
and I saw the obstacles to home rule
that some in our Congress would put
forth, diminishing the self-determina-
tion that the people of the District of
Columbia should have.

Statehood for the District is about
showing respect for our democracy. It
is not just about the District. It is
about our democracy, for the American
people and for our U.S. Constitution,
yes.

The Constitution begins with our
beautiful preamble, ‘“We the People,”
setting out our Founder’s vision of a
government of, by, and for the people
of the United States. It doesn’t say,
“‘except for the District of Columbia.”

Yet, for more than two centuries, the
residents of Washington, D.C., have
been denied their right to fully partici-
pate in our democracy. Instead, they
have been dealt the injustice of paying
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taxes, serving in the military, and con-
tributing to the economic power of our
Nation, while being denied the full en-
franchisement that is their right. Serv-
ing in the military, fighting, risking
their lives for our democracy, funda-
mental to that democracy is represent-
ative government. They were willing to
risk their lives for a principle, for a
value, for our democracy, while where
they lived was being denied that full
opportunity.

Today, by passing H.R. 51, the Wash-
ington, D.C. Admission Act, to admit
the State of Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth—State of Washington,
Douglass Commonwealth—to the
Union—that would be Frederick Doug-
lass, from Maryland but who lived in
the District of Columbia, an aboli-
tionist and a suffragist, actually. He
was in Seneca Falls at the Conference
of Women, coming together for women
having the right to vote, so much
about our democracy and voting for all
Americans.

In doing so today, we will bring our
Nation closer to the founding ideals
that all are created equal and all de-
serve a say in our democracy.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a bipartisan vote,
I hope, again, but a strong vote in the
House for this very important legisla-
tion, legislation important to our de-
mocracy, to our Constitution.

I thank, again, and salute ELEANOR
HoLMES NORTON for her leadership,
working with our distinguished leader,
Mr. HOYER, for whom this has been a
priority. I am proud that this is on the
floor today.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire how much time I have
remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 18% minutes
remaining. The gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia has 14 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
would just say again that our Constitu-
tion has representation here in our
Capitol from the Federation of the
States, and this district was set apart,
not to be a State, nor to be influenced

by one.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.

MASSIE), a great member of the Over-
sight and Reform Committee.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Speaker, if there is
a constitutional way to turn D.C. into
a State, this bill is not it. This bill is
a farcical exercise in legislative virtue
signaling because it contains a fatal
constitutional flaw.

Let’s talk about what this bill
doesn’t do. This bill doesn’t magically
convert all of D.C. into a State. This
bill doesn’t create a new State con-
taining a city called D.C. Because both
of these clearly violate the Constitu-
tion.

Some overly clever legislative artists
think they have found a new loophole,
a way to create a State in D.C. without
violating the Constitution. What this
bill does is it seeks to shrink the city
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of D.C. into a tiny city, and then cre-
ates a State from the territory that is
left over.

The problem with that is there is the
23rd Amendment to the Constitution
that gives the city of D.C. presently
three electoral votes. Paradoxically,
the bill itself acknowledges the con-
stitutional flaw within because it con-
tains an expedited procedure to vote on
the repeal of the 23rd Amendment in
this Chamber and the Senate Chamber.

The problem is, the bill keeps plow-
ing forward and would create a new
State, even if the 23rd Amendment is
not repealed. This creates the farcical
situation where the few residents,
which are the residents at 1600 Penn-
sylvania Avenue, the First Family,
would control three electoral votes.
This is crazy.

So, I urge my colleagues to vote for
the Constitution today and vote
against H.R. 51.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, the last
thing we have to be concerned about is
whether or not the 23rd Amendment
will be repealed, and the bill, H.R. 51,
contains an expedited procedure for
that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
my good neighbor and good friend, the
majority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I am going
to leave my mask on, not only because
it is the safe thing to do for all of you—
not for me, for you—but also because it
represents the best of America.

I am from Maryland. Maryland was a
slaveholding State. I represent the dis-
trict that probably had the most
slaves, along with my friend from the
First Congressional District.
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In fact, there were many sympa-
thizers for the Southern cause that
would have had Marylanders join the
Confederacy. They were, of course,
wrong. But I want to tell my friends
from those States that withdrew and
whose States tried to destroy the
Union that they ought to remember
that this Nation took them back with-
out condition with full citizenship and
the right to vote. Surely we can do the
same for our fellow citizens.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this bill, and I thank Delegate ELEA-
NOR HOLMES NORTON in her extraor-
dinary quest keeping her eye on the
prize to make sure that the citizens she
represents have full citizenship and
have our respect. I am proud to stand
with her in supporting statehood for
the people of the District of Columbia.

On this mask, there is a drawing of
the outline of the District of Columbia.
That is Maryland before the 1789 and
subsequent actions. That was Mary-
land. I daresay, there is not a Mary-
lander who voted on that secession of
that land for the Capital of the United
States who thought to themselves they
were disenfranchising those who lived
in that District.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

I want to thank Mayor Bowser, with
whom I have been proud to work to
move this issue forward with the lead-
ership of Delegate Holmes Norton. I
made clear when we announced that
the House would consider this bill
today that the people who call our Na-
tion’s Capital home have been disen-
franchised and shortchanged too long.

Martin Luther King said: How long?

Too long.

Not only have the residents of one of
America’s most historically African-
American cities—let me repeat that—
historically, it is one of our largest Af-
rican-American cities. It is not exclu-
sive. It is a diverse city. Very frankly,
it does not make a decision, if you
don’t vote for us, we will not allow you
to vote.

Hear me: If you don’t vote for us, we
will not allow you to vote.

But President Trump says that my
friends on the other side of the aisle,
Mr. Speaker, would be foolish to vote
for this bill. Why? Because we are too
Democratic and we wouldn’t vote for
you.

What do you think the North would
have done with the 11 States that tried
to destroy the Union if we had said:
You are not going to vote for us, so you
can’t come back—at least, you can’t
come back with voting rights, and we
will keep you as subjects, not as citi-
zens?

I hope every Member who represents
one of those States thinks about that
proposition as you vote to exclude
706,000 of your fellow citizens from full
participation in our democracy.

Not only have the residents of one of
America’s great cities been prevented
from having full citizenship, but they
have also been shortchanged in the
money that we give them. Just re-
cently, COVID-19, we gave them 40 per-
cent of what we gave Wyoming, an en-
tity 200,000 people smaller than the
District of Columbia.

I see no heads shaking on the other
side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker. I see no
agreement on that.

Should we say Wyoming is too small
and that we ought to exclude Wyo-
ming, it is not big enough to be a
State?

Yet Wyoming, more than 10 times
smaller than the State of Maryland
and, as opposed to 40 million people in
California, 500,000, one-eightieth of the
size, have two United States Senators.

Stand up if you think Wyoming
ought not to have a vote.

I see no one standing.

This constitutional argument is a
Don Quixote windmill argument. These
are 706,000 American citizens. At the
same time, their elected leaders can be
overruled by Congress and by the
President when it comes to local
issues, as we saw when President
Trump ordered Federal law enforce-
ment and the National Guard to sup-
press peaceful and legitimate protest
against the killing of Black men and
women in encounters with the police
and with others. George Zimmerman
comes to mind and Trayvon Martin.
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This is about human rights. This is
about democracy. This is about our Na-
tion being better than that.

I see my colleague from Maryland
shaking his head. We disagree.

The people of D.C. deserve not only
real self-government, but also full rep-
resentation in the Congress of the
United States.

Are these 700,000 people less than the
500,000 people in Wyoming?

If we ask somebody to come to the
District of Columbia and work for our
government, is the condition that they
lose their citizenship, that they lose
their full voting rights? Is that the
condition we put on them? If so, I re-
spectfully disagree with my colleagues
who believe that is what America is
about.

That is what this historic legislation
would do, admit Washington, D.C., as
the 51st State. That would provide resi-
dents of the District of Columbia with
a voting House Member and two Sen-
ators, as every other group of Ameri-
cans who lives in a jurisdiction called a
State has the right to have.

It would right a historical wrong to
ensure that our Founders’ vision of
representative government will be en-
acted for all Americans, no longer ex-
cluding the 706,000 in the District of
Columbia.

The House will take action today to
make the District of Columbia a State.
It is an historic day.

Be on the right side of history. So
many voted against the Civil Rights
Act of the 1960s and years thereafter.
They were on the wrong side of history.

The gentleman is absolutely right.
Somebody mentioned it was Demo-
crats. We were a segregationist party.
And guess what? We said we do not
want to be that kind of party, and Hu-
bert Humphrey got up in 1948 in New
York at a Democratic convention and
said that we need to come out of the
dark shadows of slavery and segrega-
tion into the bright sunlight of justice
and equality.

Yes, I understand that was our party.
We said to them: We do not want to be
that party.

Don’t you be that party. Don’t you
have Lincoln turn over in his grave and
say: That is not our party.

Yes, I heard the gentleman over
there. Sadly, in the denial of democ-
racy, the Republican-led Senate has in-
dicated, Mr. Speaker, it will not act,
just as it has not acted on 275 bipar-
tisan bills that we have sent to the
United States Senate. They will not
act.

The majority of the Senate is elected
by 18 percent of the American people.
That is unfortunate, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause this is more than just a local
issue for the District of Columbia. It is
a civil rights issue for our country, as
yesterday was a civil rights issue for
our country.

It is something that ought to concern
all Americans, because when some
Americans are denied the full rights
and representation of citizenship, it di-
minishes the meaning of citizenship for
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all. Statehood is not merely a status; it
is a recognition by the rest of the
States of the sovereign equality of the
people who live there that they are
part of the main, not simply an island,
as the poet reflected, and that they
cannot be treated as lesser by their fel-
low citizens.

By admitting Washington, D.C., as a
State, we will admit what we already
know to be true: that its people are our
fellow Americans, equal in their pur-
suit of happiness and their enjoyment
of the full rights and privileges of
American citizenship, including rep-
resentation in the Congress of the
United States.

Our patriot forebears in the 18th cen-
tury used to cry out, ‘“No taxation
without representation.”

The citizens of Boston stole some
tea, a criminal act, and they threw it
into the Boston Harbor. Why? They
said: Because we will not be taxed
without representation and that King
George cannot tell us what to do with-
out consulting us.

Be on the right side of history. Wash-
ington residents correctly still use that
battle cry in the 21st century. Let us
make it ring true at last. Let us make
our Union of States a more perfect one
by adding to its number as we have 37
times consistent with the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
stand up for America, stand up for de-
mocracy, and stand up for the premise
of America that every person counts.
Vote ‘‘yes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TRONE). Members are reminded to ad-
dress their remarks to the Chair.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
feel like the arguments on the other
side of the aisle are so weak that they
respond by yelling louder.

We have just heard a great, pas-
sionate speech about something that is
totally irrelevant. In fact, the point
was highlighted that the condition for
statehood is not population; otherwise,
we would not have States like Wyo-
ming or Alaska or other States that
were ever admitted. That is not the
issue. The issue was that Washington,
D.C., was set apart as a seat of govern-
ment not to be the same as the federa-
tion of States that our Constitution
grants us.

Mr. HOYER. Will
yield?

Mr. HICE of Georgia. I yield to the
gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for his re-
spect.

Is the gentleman aware that the Dis-
trict of Columbia was reduced in size
historically a while back so that the
land was reduced?

This is what is happening here. There
is clear precedent for doing this.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ROY), who is my good friend
and a great leader.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Georgia for yielding.

the gentleman
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I appreciate the opportunity to ad-
dress this important issue and the
question the gentleman from Maryland
just asked. I hear the question.

Yes, their District boundary Ilines
have changed in the past, but what the
majority wants to do today is fun-
damentally alter what Washington,
D.C., is. That is what is at stake here.

I would love to hear the gentleman
from Maryland expound on his support
and belief in our electoral college
since, suddenly, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have a newfound
respect for the power of States and the
importance of States. I would love to
hear them expound on that.

I would love to hear my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle talk about
what is critical about community and
about respecting the ability of people
to live differently in order for us to
agree to disagree, to allow Texas to be
Texas, California to be California. I
would like love to hear my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle expound
on these principles.

This is about power. That is what
this is about. Let’s make no mistake
about it. D.C., I do not believe, should
become a State—and I use that word
importantly, should not become a
State.

We can talk about the constitutional
infirmities with what the majority is
trying to do. My colleagues are doing
that, and they have laid that out.

The Constitution speaks to creating
the Federal city in Washington, D.C.
The Founders wanted to do that for a
reason. We wanted this seat to be com-
pletely unintertwined and separated
from other States. We wanted it to be
special and unique and not subject to
the powers and the struggles that go on
about the people in a certain State.
That is what is at stake here.

I would note that my friends, Mr.
RASKIN, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. HOYER, and
Mr. BEYER, are the first to rattle—the
very first to rattle—if we dare go down
the road of potential shutdown, if we
dare go down the road of limiting the
size and scope of the Federal Govern-
ment. Why? Because the jurisdictions
they represent are wholly and heavily
dependent on this Federal Government.

I am a proud Texan dating back to
the 1850s, but I grew up in Loudoun
County, Virginia, and went to the Uni-
versity of Virginia. When I grew up in
Loudoun County, it was 80 percent dirt
roads. There was one stoplight in my
entire school district. It was a rural
county fully separated from Wash-
ington, D.C., and now it is the richest
per capita county in the United States
of America because leviathan grows.
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It is because leviathan continues to
separate from the real Americans out
there—the people throughout the en-
tire country who are not being rep-
resented by this body.

If we want to talk about representa-
tion, then let’s talk about this body
doing its job to represent the people,
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the forgotten man. The American peo-
ple are tired of watching their country
burning to the ground, statutes being
toppled, people getting killed in the
streets. And we are spending time here
today on an unconstitutional effort to
create a State out of a Federal city
that the Constitution contemplated
being separated so that it could be
unique and be the power seat of this
great country.

Mr. Speaker, that is what this is
about.
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland State (Mr. SAR-
BANES), my good friend, that ceded land
in perpetuity out of which the District
of Columbia was formed.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, our colleague across the
aisle a moment ago talked about the
District of Columbia being special.
There is nothing special about being
second class, which is what has hap-
pened to the residents of the District.
For two centuries, the people of the
District of Columbia have been disen-
franchised, denied fair representation,
excluded from our great democratic ex-
periment. Over 700,000 residents—who
just like my constituents and your
constituents—work hard, pay their
taxes, and contribute every day to the
betterment of our society. Yet, they do
not have an equal voice in this Cham-
ber.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to remedy
this great injustice. ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON should have the same oppor-
tunity that every one of our Members
does: To see her name on that board for
every vote, to walk into the well and
cast her ‘“‘yea’ or ‘“‘nay” on behalf of
the constituents she represents.

We thank Congresswoman NORTON
for her service and for her tireless fight
to bring dignity to the residents of
Washington, D.C.

House Democrats committed to this
moment when this body passed H.R. 1
more than a year ago. We observed
then and we reiterate today: There are
no constitutional, historical, financial,
or economic reasons why the 700,000
Americans who live in the District of
Columbia should not be granted State-
hood.

At a time when Americans of all po-
litical stripes are demanding a greater
voice and participation in the political
town square, the residents of D.C. are
being forcibly kept out of the town
square by this bizarre and indefensible
anachronism.

Today, we are declaring enough is
enough. It is time to give a voice and a
vote to the residents of the District of
Columbia.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘yes’ on H.R. 51.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, to
somehow try to paint a picture that
D.C. is a second-class city is absolute
absurdity. Without question, this is the
most influential city in this country—
perhaps in the world.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GROTHMAN), my friend.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, first
of all, a little comment, maybe clear-
ing things up. I will point out to every-
one in the room that when we say the
Pledge of Allegiance, the phrase ‘‘to
the Republic for which it stands’ is in
the pledge. And I think we all remem-
ber the memorable comment of Ben-
jamin Franklin at a time around when
the Constitution was drafted. He
talked about he was giving us ‘‘a Re-
public, if we can keep it.”

Now, at the time the Constitution
was drafted, our forefathers did include
a district, which would be the capital
for the country. Our forefathers put to-
gether the United States and reached a
compromise between the 13 States.
They realized at the time it would be
ridiculous to break apart a State and
give it two Senators, like all of the
other States. In part, that is because it
is so different and has such a different
interest in the States.

All of the States, the 50 States, to a
variety of degree, have been given an
amount of agriculture. There is vir-
tually no agriculture—maybe no agri-
culture—maybe somewhere there is a
greenhouse or something in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. There is no manufac-
turing. There is no mining or logging.
Or if there is, it is so tiny we can bare-
1y see it.

Mr. Speaker, it is a unique city be-
cause it is based on government jobs
and tourist jobs connected to people
coming and visiting those government
buildings. It is not like any other State
out there. If it were to become a State,
its representatives would have spent
all their time almost devoted to get-
ting more money for the city. And al-
ready the Federal Government puts a
great deal of money into the city. You
couldn’t complain that they do not
have enough funds for their schools or
their city. I believe their schools are
somewhere in the top—if you consid-
ered it a State—somewhere in the top
three or four in the country, as far as
funding per person.

Mr. Speaker, it would make no sense,
say, for Wisconsin to break off and give
two Senators to Milwaukee and give
two Senators to the rest of the State.
Milwaukee is not a State.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. KELLY).

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of H.R. 51.

For more than 200 years, Americans
living in the District of Columbia—
many of whom serve the people of this
great Nation as public servants—have
been denied the right to self-govern-
ment. That is a founding principle of
our great Nation.

Mr. Speaker, today, D.C. is home to
more than 700,000 Americans and, yet,
they have no voting Members of Con-
gress and no voice in the Senate.

Establishing Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth would not create our
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Nation’s smallest State by population,
nor would it be reliant on the Federal
Government to survive.

There are States with smaller popu-
lations and many other States that are
far more dependent on Federal assist-
ance.

Despite paying more in total Federal
income tax than the residents of 22
other States, D.C. is continually treat-
ed like a territory instead of a State in
funding bills. These calculations starve
the local government of the funds they
rightly deserve.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
listen to the voice of our Founding Fa-
thers, who we keep hearing about. ‘“No
taxation without representation.”
Well, D.C. pays its taxes. It deserves a
voice in Congress. And let’s be clear
about who is playing politics.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), my good friend
and a great leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it is
amazing to hear people that have been
trained in the Constitution disregard it
so. But we are taught at law school the
ability to rationalize absolutely any-
thing. But the fact is, Article I, Sec-
tion 8, there is not one of the 37 States
that have been brought in by Congress
that is addressed in the Constitution
like this district is. And it says specifi-
cally—this is the right of Congress—
“To exercise exclusive legislation in all
cases whatsoever, over such District
(not exceeding 10 miles square)’—that
is this one—‘‘as may, by cession of par-
ticular States and the acceptance of
Congress, become the seat of Govern-
ment of the United States.”

And if you go back and look at Fed-
eralist Paper 43, you look at the debate
at the time, they understood. We have
had the capital in New York City. We
have had it in Philadelphia. And that is
dangerous. Because it means if you are
surrounded by a State and the capital
is part of that State or in the middle
surrounded by the State, then pressure
can be brought to bear that would be so
unfair. Look at the debate. That is why
that is in there, to protect that.

Mr. Speaker, now, one of the things
that we agree on is that it is wrong to
make the residents of the District of
Columbia pay income tax. I have been
filing a bill since 2008, I think it was,
that would eliminate the Federal tax.
None of the territories—who also don’t
have full voting Members of Congress—
pay Federal income tax. D.C. shouldn’t
either. That is a legislative fix we can
do.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire how much time is re-
maining for each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 9 minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from Wash-
ington, D.C. has 10 minutes remaining.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman, paying Federal taxes,
that says everything about the desire
of citizens of Washington, D.C. to be
equal, that we are quite willing to con-
tinue to pay Federal income tax.
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And I appreciate his amendment. We
have rejected his amendment because
we want to be full citizens. That means
paying our share.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the Virgin Islands
(Ms. PLASKETT), my good friend.

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, as a
Member representing the territories, I
would rather pay taxes than have the
treatment that this body gives to those
that live in the territories. I believe it
is the greatest scam and an okey-doke
that you have allowed us not to pay
taxes and hold that against us to ask
for our equal treatment. So keep pay-
ing those taxes and you will get your
Statehood one day.

Mr. Speaker, the United States terri-
tories that I represent are also not on
equal footing with the rest of the Na-
tion. There is no representation in the
U.S. Senate. No equal voting represen-
tation in the House of Representatives.
Unlike D.C., we cannot vote for Presi-
dent. We know what it is like to be
part of the greatest country in the
world but not a full participant, and it
feels incomplete.

As Americans, we strive to be pro-
ductive citizens and an asset to the Na-
tion. Statehood for D.C. is a matter of
fairness that has been slow in coming.
This city, built by African Americans
with the use of forced labor, contrib-
utes more in Federal taxes on a per
person basis than many States. It is a
punishment to Americans living in the
capital, including those working in pol-
icy or public service for the good of the
Nation, to be disenfranchised when
they establish a home in the District.

This body changed the boundaries in
the 1800s to ensure that slave owners
could keep their slaves. We have
changed the boundaries in the com-
mittee to allow for the Federal city to
still exist and the residents of D.C. to
become a State. It has been done by
this body before. Don’t make it seem
like it is something that can’t happen
again. At this very moment, citizens
across this Nation are clamoring for
change, equality, and justice. With one
vote, we can deliver that for the people
of D.C.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to do what is
right and allow the people of this city
to feel whole, to feel complete, to feel
like they matter. Support H.R. 51.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, it
certainly can happen. It just requires a
constitutional amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HAR-
RIS), my good friend.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I hope
America is watching what is going on
on the floor today, and they are paying
careful attention to this debate.

We hear speaker after speaker from
the other side of the aisle say things
like, ““It has been done before.” The
majority leader: ‘‘Clear precedent.”

Yeah, there is clear precedent. We
know the person who was in the Chair
just before comes from the State that
actually was the clear precedent: In
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1847, when retrocession occurred. You
know, my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle say this isn’t politics. This
is about getting voting rights. This is
about things like this. I would suggest
that perhaps the people watching go to
Wikipedia and see what the history is
about the support for retrocession back
to Maryland.

Mr. Speaker, because, you see, this is
not Congress’s land. This is Maryland’s
land. Maryland gave it to the United
States for the sole purpose of a perma-
nent, Federal enclave. The nerve of
hundreds of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle thinking it is their
land. It is Maryland’s land. And if you
want voting rights, it is simple: Do ex-
actly what occurred in 1847 and give
the land back to Maryland.

But, whoa, wait a minute. That is not
what this debate is about, because ret-
rocession has been proposed many
times with no Democrat supporters. In
fact, the majority leader was in Con-
gress when these bills were proposed. If
what he really wants is voting rights,
he should have cosponsored the bill.

Mr. Speaker, you know that if ret-
rocession occurs, every single resi-
dent—except those ones in the White
House—because of the amendment to
the Constitution they actually get
three electoral votes under this pro-
posed legislation, every single one of
those residents would have representa-
tion in Congress. And, yes, ELEANOR
HoLMES NORTON could sit in Congress
representing people from the State of
Maryland.

O 1030

This is a pure political ploy. That is
why none of my colleagues from Mary-
land are going to vote against this bill
today. That is why none of my col-
leagues from Maryland have put in a
retrocession bill. That is why all of my
hundreds of colleagues across the aisle
are going to pretend this is Congress’
land. This is not.

The Constitution is clear. If this land
is given back to Maryland, Maryland
has to accept.

Well, the argument is that Maryland
doesn’t want it back. That is inter-
esting. I sat in the Maryland legisla-
ture with my colleague, who is sitting
across the aisle right now. If our rep-
resentatives from Maryland are so con-
cerned about getting voting rights, it
is very simple. Go to their colleagues
in the Maryland General Assembly,
fully controlled by the Democrats, and
say: ‘‘Let’s take it back. Let’s give
those 700,000 people voting rights.”

Mr. Speaker, that is the correct ap-
proach. Don’t steal this land from
Maryland.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, impor-
tant to note that Maryland perma-
nently ceded the land that now is part
of the District of Columbia. You can’t
get back what you permanently ceded.

And it is important to note that we
have had several Members from Mary-

land speak.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
MFUME).
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Mr. MFUME. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the distinguished Delegate, the
congressperson from Washington, D.C.,
for her steadfast leadership on this.

I had the opportunity to work with
her predecessor back in the late 1980s
in this Chamber, Delegate Walter
Fauntroy, who passed the torch, and
the Delegate has done a great job.

It took 27 years to get this vote back
onto the floor. I was there in 1993 when
we came up short. Today, I am hoping
and praying that this bill passes.

I want to congratulate you on that
and to remind others that this is not
going to go away because, at the end of
the day, this is really about taxation
without representation, one of the
original 27 colonial grievances filed
against the King, which was a major
cause of the Revolutionary War.

So when people in Boston had the
Tea Party and threw tea in the Boston
Harbor in December of 1773, they were
making a statement and setting an ex-
ample for people across this Nation to
understand that we just can’t tax peo-
ple without allowing them to be rep-
resented.

You have heard the great discussions,
the cogent points about the fiscal side
of this, that D.C. residents pay more
taxes per capita than any other State,
that they pay more general taxes than
22 States, that they have a budget larg-
er than 11 States, and a bond rating
better than almost 30 other States.

I have heard this discussion when it
comes to fiscal matters about the con-
stitutional federation of States, the
great words of Hamilton and the Fed-
eralists and the Federalist Papers. I
understand that.

But one thing we have to remember
when we raise Hamilton and talk about
the Federalists is that their stated be-
lief was the Constitution was meant to
evolve, that it was a living document.
That is not my impression. That is the
impression and the opinion of the Fed-
eralists.

If that were not true, I could not be
here as a descendant of a slave without
the 13th, 14th, and 15th Amendments.
The distinguished woman couldn’t be
here. She had not the right to vote
under the Federalist Papers. Alaska
and Hawaii, when I was born, were not
States.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the Constitution can change by amend-

ment only.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
BROOKS).

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I will never vote to give Wash-
ington, D.C., separate statehood status.
Washington, D.C., is a city, not a
State. Its population is roughly one-
seventh that of Alabama.

To add perspective, giving D.C. state-
hood is the equivalent of giving Jeffer-
son County, Alabama, or the Tennessee
Valley separate statehood status. That
is nuts.

History is in order. The District of
Columbia originally was 100 square
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miles, 10-miles square. Part of D.C. was
in Maryland; part was in Virginia.

In 1847, the Virginia part of the Dis-
trict of Columbia was given back to
Virginia, leaving only the Maryland
portion of D.C. still in D.C.

These former D.C., now Virginia,
residents gained the right to vote on
U.S. Senators once Senators became
elected rather than appointed.

If D.C. residents want to vote on U.S.
Senators, fine. That can be done by fol-
lowing historical precedence and giving
the residential portion of D.C. back to
Maryland, keeping the Federal Govern-
ment portion, the Capitol, White
House, monuments, The Mall, Federal
buildings, and the like in D.C.

But this option won’t be offered by
Democrats because they don’t care one
twit about D.C. residents voting on
U.S. Senators. Rather, their goal is to
have two more guaranteed leftwing
Senators.

If offered, I will vote to return resi-
dential portions of D.C. to Maryland,
thus giving D.C. citizens the power to
vote on Maryland’s two U.S. Senators.
That option is consistent with histor-
ical precedence.

But I will never vote to give a single
middling-size city the same political
power as one of America’s great 50
States. I will never support this sham
that is motivated by crass partisan po-
litical power, not a desire to let citi-
zens of the District of Columbia vote
on U.S. Senators.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia has 5%2 minutes remaining.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS), my friend and the
chair of the Financial Services Com-
mittee.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
support H.R. 51, the Washington, D.C.
Admission Act, which would end cen-
turies of taxation without representa-
tion and make Washington, D.C., the
51st State.

And nobody is giving back anything.
Washington, D.C., is the home to more
Americans than two States, and more
than 46 percent of its 700,000 residents
are Black.

Make no mistake, race underlies
every argument against D.C. state-
hood, and denying its citizens equal
participation and representation is a
racial, democratic, and economic injus-
tice we cannot tolerate.

It must be acknowledged that the
chance to right these wrongs with to-
day’s vote would not be possible with-
out my good friend, ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON. We were both elected at the
same time, and she has been dogged
and consistent every single year since
then in her fight for this bill and D.C.
statehood.

I am so pleased to join my friend in
today’s milestone vote, and I am hope-
ful that ELEANOR’s long effort will fi-
nally give D.C. the rights they deserve.
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Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further speakers. I am pre-
pared to close, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD).

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank Delegate ELEANOR HOLMES NOR-
TON for her years of leadership on this
issue.

Mr. Speaker, from 1910 through 1970,
thousands of African Americans from
my district, and from your district, Mr.
Hice, migrated to Washington, D.C.,
seeking employment and better oppor-
tunities than existed in the segregated
South. They work and worship, and
they pay their taxes. They own and op-
erate businesses here in D.C. They
teach in the public schools. They are
Capitol Police. They clean our offices.

I know very well that some of Ms.
HoLMES NORTON’s ancestors originated
in my congressional district.

Mr. Speaker, D.C. residents pay the
highest per capita Federal income
taxes in the country. They pay more
Federal taxes than residents of 22
States. It is a grave injustice that they
don’t have representation in this body.

It is time to say to the citizens of
this city that they, too, are American
citizens and deserve to be part of this
great Union, with full rights of citizen-
ship.

What they don’t need to hear on this
floor today is for Members to say, ‘I
will never vote for D.C. statehood.”
That is irresponsible.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. JOHNSON).

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, Article IV, Section 3.1, provides
that new States may be admitted by
Congress into this Union. There is ab-
solutely no requirement for a constitu-
tional amendment.

I was born and raised in Washington,
D.C., spending my formative years in
this great domain, and I grew up know-
ing that my parents paid taxes but had
no voting representation in Congress.

It was paradoxical that I learned in
school that the cries of patriots, ‘““No
taxation without representation,” did
not apply to the people of this great
domain.

We obeyed the same laws and paid
the same taxes as our fellow Ameri-
cans, but we had no hope in taking part
in the governance of America.

I thank the Delegate ELEANOR
HoLMES NORTON for keeping hope alive.

I am here today to say that it is time
to end the legal disenfranchisement of
a population larger than the States of
Vermont and Wyoming. This vote is
long overdue, and I intend to vote in
favor of D.C. statehood, and I encour-
age my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.”

Mr. HICE of Georgia. May I inquire
as to how much time I have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 4 minutes re-
maining.
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Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. STEVENS).

Ms. STEVENS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my esteemed and tireless colleague
from the District of Columbia, Con-
gresswoman HOLMES NORTON.

In this very Chamber, we have,
throughout our Nation’s history, long
debated statehood for many lands and
many people, and adding new States we
have.

In 1837, Michigan statehood was
passed by Congress as the 26th State
and signed by President Jackson, who
proudly stated Michigan was ‘‘admit-
ted into the Union on an equal footing
with the original States in all re-
spects.”

In 1959, as we added Hawaii to the
Union, the Secretary of the Interior de-
clared: ‘“The great statehood of Hawaii
will be granted and prove to the world
. . . that we practice what we preach.”

Now, as we add Washington, D.C., and
recognize the over 700,000 people, hun-
dreds of thousands of Federal tax-
paying people, to this Union, we reaf-
firm, we restore, and we continue to
flourish our democracy that manifests
to promote the general welfare.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia has 1%2 minutes remaining.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
want to give all acknowledgment to
the outstanding gentlewoman, ELEA-
NOR HOLMES NORTON.

President Washington said: ‘The
Constitution is the guide which I will
never abandon.” Nothing in the Con-
stitution says that we cannot make the
Washington State the Douglass Com-
monwealth. Frederick Douglass said
there is no power without struggle.

The sons and daughters of Wash-
ington, D.C., laid down their lives for
this country in World Wars. They stand
for this country in service to this gov-
ernment. Why are we denying them
their rights?

Alaska has 700,000-plus people. There
is no population requirement. Make
Washington, D.C., a State now.

Mr. Speaker, as a senior member of the
Committee on the Judiciary, as an original co-
sponsor of the legislation, | rise in strong and
enthusiastic support of H.R. 51, the “Wash-
ington, D.C. Admission Act,” which declares
the State of Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth, to be a State of the United States of
America, and declares its admission into the
Union on an equal footing with the other
States in all respects whatsoever.

George Washington, the nation’s first Chief
Executive, and the President of the Constitu-
tional Convention which met in Philadelphia,
said: “The Constitution is a guide which | will
never abandon.”
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The action we are taking today to admit the
State of Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth, as the 51st state of the Union is con-
sistent with the authority vested in the Con-
gress by the Constitution in Article IV, section
3, clause 1.

The Constitution does not specify a min-
imum population or acreage test that a state
must meet to gain admission to the Union,
rather leave the determination to be made in
the sound judgment of the Congress, which
admitted Wyoming which has more than
200,000 fewer persons than the District of Co-
lumbia, and Alaska, which had only 224,000
persons when it was admitted as a state in
1959.

Mr. Speaker, in doing passing this legisla-
tion, we remove a stain that has blighted our
nation for more than 200 years.

| thank Congresswoman ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON, my colleague and the representative
of the 706,000 residents of the District of Co-
lumbia, for her tireless and relentless efforts in
shepherding this legislation to the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, in his famous 1857 oration in
Candaigua, New York, the great abolitionist,
Frederick Douglass, said: “If there is no strug-
gle there is no progress. Those who profess to
favor freedom and yet deprecate agitation are
men who want crops without plowing up the
ground; they want rain without thunder and
lightning. They want the ocean without the
awful roar of its many waters.”

The vote we are about to cast today is long
time in coming but shows that struggle can
lead to progress, that truth crushed to earth
shall rise again, that justice cannot be denied.

Today, we vote to end two centuries of
shame and correct an injustice to the citizens
of the District of Columbia.

Mr. Speaker, let us not lose sight of one in-
disputable and shameful fact: over 700,000
people living in the District of Columbia lack
direct voting representation in the House of
Representatives and Senate.

Specifically, the citizens of the District of
Columbia pay more in federal taxes than 22
states and pay more in federal taxes per cap-
ita than any state.

The District of Columbia’s population
(705,000) is larger than the populations of Wy-
oming and Vermont, and seven states had
populations under one million in the last cen-
sus.

The District of Columbia’s annual budget
($15.5 billion) is larger than the budgets of 14
states.

The District of Columbia has a higher per
capita personal income and gross domestic
product than any state.

District of Columbia residents have fought
and died in every American war, including the
Revolution itself, and almost 200,000 District
residents have served in the military since
World War | alone.

Approximately 30,000 veterans live in the
District of Columbia, and it should be noted
that during the Vietnam War, 243 District resi-
dents were casualties of war, a casualty figure
greater than that observed by 10 different
states.

So, Mr. Speaker, it is undisputable that resi-
dents of the District of Columbia serve in the
military, pay billions of dollars in federal taxes
each year, and assume other responsibilities
of U.S. citizenship.

But for over 200 years, the District of Co-
lumbia has been denied voting representation
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in Congress—the entity that has ultimate au-
thority over all aspects of the city’s legislative,
executive, and judicial functions.

Mr. Speaker, if a person can be called upon
to pay federal taxes and serve in the armed
forces of the United States, then he or she
should at least have the opportunity to vote for
a representative who could at least cast a
symbolic vote in this chamber on critical mat-
ters facing our nation.

Issues like war and peace, equality and jus-
tice.

And tear-gassing peaceful protestors in La-
fayette Square exercising their First Amend-
ment rights.

Mr. Speaker, taxation with representation is
tyranny.

H.R. 51 would create a state from essen-
tially the eight hometown wards of the District
of Columbia and provides that the new state
would be equal to the other 50 states in all re-
spects, and that the residents of the State of
Washington, D.C. would have all the rights of
statehood, including voting representation in
Congress and full local self-government.

Under the legislation this new state would
have no jurisdiction over the reduced federal
district, which would consist of the area that
Members of Congress and visitors associate
with the capital of our country: the U.S. Cap-
itol, the U.S. Supreme Court, the White
House, the principal federal monuments, and
the federal buildings and grounds adjacent to
the National Mall and the U.S. Capitol.

It is unconscionable that 700,000 Americans
are being unconscionably denied a vote and a
voice in the most important legislative body in
the world.

As a supporter of freedom, democracy, and
equality, | believe that it is long overdue for
the citizens of the District of Columbia to have
representation in the House and the Senate to
advocate for their interests on vital matters
coming before the Congress of the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, it is wrong that we must be re-
minded daily by license plates in the District of
Columbia that “Taxation without representa-
tion is tyranny.”

The people in Boston felt so strongly about
this in 1775 that they rebelled in Boston Har-
bor, launching the “Boston Tea Party.”

The principle that political authority derives
from the consent of the government is no less
applicable when it comes to the District of Co-
lumbia.

Let us be clear, there is no dispute that hun-
dreds of thousands of American citizens re-
side in the District of Columbia.

We all agree that universal suffrage is the
hallmark of a democratic regime, of which the
United States is the world’s leading exemplar.

None of us believes it is fair that citizens of
the District of Columbia pay federal taxes, risk
life and limb fighting wars abroad to protect
American democracy and extend the blessings
of liberty to people living in foreign lands.

In short, there is no moral reason to deny
the citizens of the District of Columbia admis-
sion as a state in the United States and the
right to full representation in Congress.

The only question is whether Congress has
the will and the constitutional authority to do
0.

Congress has always had the constitutional
authority but for much of the last 200 years, it
has not had the will.

Let us change that, beginning today with our
vote to pass H.R. 51, the Washington, D.C.
Admission Act.
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Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
am intrigued listening to my col-
leagues waxing eloquent about the di-
vine creation of the District of Colum-
bia. Give me a break. It was old-fash-
ioned horse trading between Hamilton,
Madison, and Jefferson like the dec-
laration of enslaved people being three-
fifths of a person without being able to
vote for themselves, just simply power
for White people.

It is time to recognize the reality of
what I think was a corrupt bargain and
give the District of Columbia the state-
hood it deserves.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Despite the passionate arguments
that we have heard today regarding
H.R. 51, the plain truth is that Wash-
ington, D.C.’s status as the Capital of
the United States is exactly as our
Founders intended.

To be clear, Washington, D.C., is a vi-
brant and special city holding a unique
position in our Nation’s Federal sys-
tem. Our Nation’s Capital does not
exist within one State, and therefore,
it is free from the influence of any
State. That is exactly the intention of
our Constitution and our Founders.

But not only is the Constitution pro-
posal going to be a violation of our
Constitution, but practically speaking,
D.C. is not prepared financially and
otherwise as a microstate.

Currently, Washington, D.C., only
raises about half of its annual budget
through local taxes, despite the fact
that they have some of the highest
taxes in the Nation. This shows a lack
of financial readiness for the responsi-
bility of statehood.

Congress has already dealt with this
in the past, and D.C.’s financial situa-
tion, we bailed it out in the 1990s after
20 years of troubled self-rule.

The majority’s bill does not take into
account how these budgetary shortfalls
would be remedied or how the tax-
payers would be relieved. Statehood
first, the details later, that is the ma-
jority’s proposal.

In seeking to gain an extra two seats
in the Senate, Democrats would strip
this great historic city of its special
status and make it a shell state. The
Democrat’s statehood proposal leaves
us with a State in name only, and a
tiny remnant of a Federal district.
This is far from the intent of our
Founding Fathers.

We live in a federation, a federation
of States. I would say there is no one
who is a greater supporter of States’
rights than I am, but because I believe
in States’ rights, I cannot support this
city becoming a State.

D.C. is simply not equipped to shoul-
der the burden of statehood. If Demo-
crats were serious about granting rep-
resentation to the citizens of D.C., they
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would consider retroceding the land
back to Maryland, as has been pro-
posed, but that has been rejected over
and over. If D.C.’s citizens rejoin Mary-
land, they would gain the Senate and
House representation that supposedly
is what this bill is after.

But this statehood proposal is about
politics all dressed up in noble argu-
ments about disenfranchising and tax-
ation without representation. It is just
a big sham.

The Constitution is clear. A new
State can be formed from Federal ter-
ritories or from existing States with
their permission. But the current Fed-
eral district is not an existing State,
nor is it a territory. It is unique, and
our Framers specifically crafted the
Constitution with a maximum size for
the District, so as to prevent it from
becoming a State.

We have been over this time and
again, but H.R. 51 changes the clear in-
tentions of our Founders. By making
the District a State, we are going ex-
actly against the intent of our Framers
and the intentions of our Constitution.
The Framers crafted our Constitution
with the direct intent that we would
have a unique district, the seat of our
Federal Government that is not influ-
enced by a State. That is what we
have, and that is what we need to keep.

H.R. 51 disregards the Constitution,
and we cannot take this lightly. I ask
my colleagues to oppose this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker,
much time do I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia has 30 seconds remaining.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

This bill allows our country to live
up to its claim to be a democracy. We
stand out as the only democracy which
denies democracy to the residents of
its own Capital City.

Our claim to world leadership is
marred until, with this bill, the resi-
dents of our Capital are equal in citi-
zenship to the citizens of every Member
of the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of H.R. 51, the Wash-
ington, D.C. Admission Act—a bill long over-
due and exceedingly necessary.

This is a measure that | have supported
since my inaugural term in the House of Rep-
resentatives, 27 years ago, when | cospon-
sored Representative HOLMES NORTON’s sec-
ond-ever statehood bill. Her continued leader-
ship and tenacity on this issue as the Dele-
gate from Washington, D.C. is nothing short of
extraordinary, and it is because of her efforts
that today we vote on a statehood bill for the
first time in almost three decades.

For too long, the over-700,000 residents of
the District of Columbia been denied voting
representation while still paying taxes, serving
in our military, and adhering to federal laws.
Think of that—here, in the greatest legislative
and deliberative body in the world, we rou-
tinely prevent hundreds of thousands of our

how
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citizens, half of which are African American,
from having their voices heard. The admission
of D.C. as a state and redesignation as the
Douglass Commonwealth will not only extend
rights and liberties to its residents but, in doing
s0, honor the memory of the iconic abolitionist
and D.C. native Frederick Douglass.

Mr. Speaker, as over half of the Members of
the House of Representatives are already co-
sponsoring H.R. 51, | do not doubt that it will
pass. | urge those remaining who have not co-
sponsored this bill to stand on the right side of
history and support this bill.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of D.C. statehood. Today’s
affirmative vote in the House of Representa-
tives to admit the State of Washington, Doug-
lass Commonwealth as the 51st state in the
Union is long overdue for the more than
700,000 disenfranchised American citizens
who currently live in the District of Columbia.
This is the first time a chamber of Congress
has voted to approve D.C. statehood. | have
long been a proponent of D.C. statehood and
was the only member of the Virginia delega-
tion to vote for D.C. statehood the last time it
came before the House in 1993. And during
my service as a member of the Virginia House
of Delegates, | introduced the resolution for
Virginia to ratify the Constitutional Amendment
to grant full Congressional voting rights to the
District of Columbia. Unfortunately, neither my
resolution nor the Constitutional Amendment
were ultimately successful.

Today’s vote marks a historic victory for the
indefatigable advocates for statehood includ-
ing my colleague, Congresswoman ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON, who has been a tireless ad-
vocate for the disenfranchised citizens of our
nation’s capital. Supporting D.C. statehood is
about our nation’s core constitutional prin-
ciples of self-determination, opposition to tax-
ation without representation, and giving an
equal voice to all Americans regardless of
where they live. | hope my Republican col-
leagues in the Senate put aside politics and
pass this bill and finally end the historic injus-
tice that has persisted for more than 200
years for the people of Washington, D.C.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speaker, |
rise today in support of H.R. 51—the Wash-
ington, D.C. Admission Act—introduced by my
colleague, Del. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.
This bill would not only establish the District of
Columbia (“D.C.”) as the 51st state of the
United States, but it would also grant long
overdue voting representation at the federal
level to the residents of D.C.

| remain committed to the principles this
country boasts: democracy and representa-
tion. Since 1801, the residents of D.C. have
been denied federal representation. They pay
their taxes and have fought and died in every
American war, yet those armed service mem-
bers and their families are deprived of the
freedoms they have fought to protect. State-
hood is the only remedy that provides full rep-
resentation in Congress for the residents of
Washington, D.C.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 1017,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I am op-
posed to the bill in its current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Keller moves to recommit the bill H.R.
51 to the Committee on Oversight and Re-
form with instructions to report the same
back to the House forthwith with the fol-
lowing amendments:

Page 3, insert before line 1 the following:
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) The admission of Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth as a State under this Act re-
quires the President to issue a proclamation
prior to the new State’s admission to the
Union.

(2) To assure the interests of the rest of the
Nation that up until now have had shared
ownership of the Nation’s capital through
their representation in Congress, this Act re-
quires the constitution of the new State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth to
contain certain provisions before the Presi-
dent issues a proclamation recognizing it as
a new State in the Union.

(3) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State require in its
State constitution that the State does not
require a fee or assessment in order to carry
a concealed firearm in the state.

(4) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State prohibit in its
State constitution any statute, ordinance,
policy or practice that prohibits or restricts
any government entity or official from en-
forcing national immigration laws.

(5) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State prohibit in its
State constitution, in order to protect the
history and integrity of so many of the Na-
tion’s monuments and landmarks that will
exist within the boundaries of the new state
of Washington, Douglass Commonwealth,
any law that alters or affects any of the au-
thorities of Federal planning commissions.

(6) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State require in its
State constitution that the State enact and
enforce laws to prohibit the destruction of
any property of the United States within the
State and laws to prohibit the destruction of
any military memorials within the State.

(7) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State require in its
State constitution that the State enact and
enforce laws to prohibit secession from the
State or the obstruction of law enforcement
officers.

(8) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State prohibit in its
State constitution any use of State taxpayer
funds for campaign activity for public office.

(9) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that—

(A) the new State require in its State con-
stitution that the new State ensures dedi-
cated and priority funding for law enforce-
ment and public safety; and

(B) the Mayor provides a certification to
the President that the District of Columbia
has enacted laws providing for adequate and
permanent funding of law enforcement and
public safety.

(10) This Act provides as a precondition of
admission that the new State require in the
State constitution that the State will con-
tinue to participate in the Scholarships for
Opportunity and Results program under the
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terms and conditions in effect as of the date
of admission.

Page 6, line 18, strike ‘“The President’’ and
insert ‘‘Subject to subsections (c¢) and (d),
the President”.

Page 7, insert after line 2 the following:

(¢) REVISIONS TO STATE CONSTITUTION.—The
President may not issue the proclamation
under subsection (a) until the Mayor pro-
vides the President with a written certifi-
cation that the District of Columbia has
adopted each of the following amendments
to the State Constitution:

(1) RIGHT TO CONCEALED CARRY.—An amend-
ment that prohibits the State from requiring
a fee or assessment in order to carry a con-
cealed firearm in the State.

(2) SANCTUARY CITY STATUS.—An amend-
ment that prohibits the State from having in
effect a statute, ordinance, policy, or prac-
tice that prohibits or restricts any govern-
ment entity or official from—

(A) sending, receiving, maintaining, or ex-
changing with any Federal, State, or local
government entity information regarding
the citizenship or immigration status (lawful
or unlawful) of any individual; or

(B) complying with a request lawfully
made by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity under section 236 or 287 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1226 and
1357) to comply with a detainer for, or notify
about the release of, an individual.

(3) AUTHORITIES OF FEDERAL PLANNING COM-
MISSIONS.—An amendment prohibiting the
laws of the State or members of executive of-
fices of the State from acting to alter or af-
fect any of the authorities of Federal plan-
ning commissions, including the National
Capital Planning Commission, the Commis-
sion of Fine Arts, or the National Capital
Memorial Advisory Commission, as such au-
thorities are amended by section 324 of this
Act.

(4) PROHIBITING DESTRUCTION OF FEDERAL
PROPERTY AND MILITARY MEMORIALS.—AnN
amendment requiring the State to enact and
enforce laws to prohibit the destruction or
the attempted destruction of any property of
the United States within the State and laws
to prohibit the destruction or the attempted
destruction of any structure, plaque, statue,
or other monument on public property with-
in the State commemorating the service of
any person or persons in the armed forces of
the United States.

(5) PROHIBITING SECESSION FROM STATE OR
OBSTRUCTING LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS.—
An amendment requiring the State—

(A) to enact and enforce laws to subject
any person who incites, sets on foot, assists,
or engages in any rebellion, secession at-
tempt or claim, or insurrection against the
authority of the State or the laws thereof, or
gives aid or comfort thereto, to a fine or a
term of imprisonment of not less than 10
years, or both, and to prohibit any such per-
son from holding any public office in the
State; and

(B) to enact and enforce laws to make it a
felony to obstruct a law enforcement officer,
and to provide that a person commits such a
felony if the person willfully hinders, delays,
or obstructs any law enforcement officer in
the discharge of his or her official powers or
duties.

(6) PROHIBITING USE OF TAXPAYER FUNDING
FOR POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS.—An amendment
requiring the State to enact and enforce laws
that prohibit any revenue collected (or oth-
erwise generated or procured) by the State
from being used to finance, directly or indi-
rectly, any candidate, or candidate com-
mittee supporting a campaign, for election
for public office.

(7) REQUIRING DEDICATED AND PRIORITY
FUNDING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PUBLIC
SAFETY.—To protect the life, property, and
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welfare of the citizens of the State and visi-
tors from other jurisdictions by ensuring the
adequate and continued funding of law en-
forcement and public safety agencies—

(A) an amendment requiring the State
Chief Financial Officer, or the equivalent
State official, to appropriately prioritize law
enforcement and public safety in the State
budget and in the administration of the
State’s cash management and payroll oper-
ations; and

(B) an amendment prioritizing access to
the State budget emergency and contingency
reserve funds, or their equivalents, to assure
uninterrupted spending to cover the oper-
ational expenses related to law enforcement
and public safety.

(8) PARTICIPATION IN OPPORTUNITY SCHOLAR-
SHIP PROGRAM.—An amendment requiring the
State to continue to participate in the
Scholarships for Opportunity and Results
program under the terms and conditions in
effect as of the date of admission.

(d) BUDGET CERTIFICATION FOR FUNDING OF
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PUBLIC SAFETY.—The
President may not issue the proclamation
under subsection (a) until the Mayor pro-
vides the President with a written certifi-
cation that the District of Columbia has en-
acted laws sufficient to provide for a dedi-
cated source of locally-raised revenue to pro-
vide adequate and permanent funding for law
enforcement and public safety agencies to
enforce the laws of the State and protect the
life, property, and welfare of the citizens of
the State and visitors from other jurisdic-
tions.

Page 85, line 10, strike ‘‘shall apply as fol-
lows:”” and all that follows through line 24
and insert ‘‘shall apply with respect to the
State of Washington, Douglass Common-
wealth and the Capital in the same manner
and to the same extent as such chapter ap-
plied with respect to the District of Colum-
bia as of the day before the date of the ad-
mission of the State into the Union”’.

Page 86, line 6, strike ‘‘four citizens’” and
insert ““five citizens”.

Page 86, line 11, strike ‘‘four citizen mem-
bers’ and insert ‘‘five citizen members’’.

Page 87, line 2, strike ‘‘means the’’ and in-
sert “means the State of Washington, Doug-
lass Commonwealth, the’.

Page 87, line 10, strike ‘‘and the State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth”.

Page 87, line 13, strike ‘‘LIMITING APPLICA-
TION TO THE CAPITAL’’ and insert ‘‘CLARIFYING
APPLICATION TO THE NATIONAL CAPITAL’.

Page 87, line 20, strike ‘‘the term ‘Capital’
means’’ and insert ‘‘the term ‘National Cap-
ital’ means”’.

Page 88, line 3, strike ‘““Capital” and insert
‘“National Capital”’.

Page 88, line 5, strike ‘‘LIMITING APPLICA-
TION TO CAPITAL’ and insert ‘‘CLARIFYING AP-
PLICATION TO NATIONAL CAPITAL’’.

Page 88, line 9, strike “LIMITING APPLICA-
TION TO CAPITAL’” and insert ‘‘CLARIFYING AP-
PLICATION TO NATIONAL CAPITAL’’.

Page 88, line 14, strike ‘“‘CAPITAL’ and in-
sert ‘““NATIONAL CAPITAL’. In the matter pro-
posed to be amended by paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 324(c), insert ‘‘National’” before ‘‘Cap-
ital’” each place it appears in the heading
and the text of the new paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 8902(a) of title 40, United States Code.

Page 88, line 15, strike ‘‘Capital’’ and insert
“National Capital’.

Page 89, line 6, strike ‘“‘Capital” and insert
‘“National Capital”’.

Page 89, line 12, strike ‘‘Capital’’ and insert
“National Capital’’.

Page 89, line 23, strike ‘‘urban fabric of”
and insert ‘‘urban fabric of the State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth, and
the”.

Mr. KELLER (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with the reading.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his motion.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
talk about how for over 200 years law-
makers have come from every State in
the Union to work and live in this Dis-
trict.

The city was not meant to be a prize
of conquest like the ancient walled cit-
ies of Europe. It was not meant to be
the hub of trade like the early Amer-
ican cities. Above anything, it was
meant to represent a center of the fed-
eration created by our Constitution.

The city is tied to the idea of the
American Republic, a living piece of
collaboration, the star on the map rep-
resenting the 50 stars on the flag.

With the creation of a 5lst State of
Washington, Douglass Commonwealth,
a State the size of a small county, that
collaboration will be gone. The major-
ity believes it is a small price to pay
for two Senators.

Republicans need assurances that the
interests of our constituents will be re-
flected in this new State that will have
undue influence over the Nation’s Fed-
eral Government.

So, my motion contains reasonable
additions to H.R. 51 that will require
the President to ensure certain amend-
ments to the State constitution are in-
corporated before granting statehood.
These provisions reflect the entirety of
the Nation’s views, not just those of
cities controlled by Democrats.

There is provision that prohibits the
former capital from being a sanctuary
city. These are provisions that prohibit
taxpayer funds being used for political
campaigns. These are provisions to pro-
tect Americans’ Second Amendment
rights. These are provisions that pro-
vide full funding for law enforcement,
that prohibit the destruction of our na-
tional monuments, that prohibit the
creation of so-called autonomous
zones.

Since early entry of new States into
the Union, Congress has required that
constitutions of the new States reflect
certain considerations before granting
admission. Nevada and West Virginia
were required to prohibit slavery. Var-
ious Western States were required to
prohibit polygamy.

These requests do not violate the Su-
preme Court’s equal footing doctrine,
but the idea of the State of Wash-
ington, Douglass Commonwealth con-
taining wholly within it the entirety of
the Federal Capital does, in fact, vio-
late this doctrine.

A State with a controlling influence
over the Nation’s Federal Government
and Capital is simply not on equal foot-
ing with the other 50 States. It is above
them.

A vote for the majority’s design for
D.C. statehood is a vote for D.C.’s supe-
riority. The Founders recognized the
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status of Washington, D.C. House Re-
publicans do not support deviation
from their vision.

However, if the Democrats insist on
creating this new State, it is only fair
that it be established as a State with
policy values that more closely reflect
the rest of the country.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this motion to recommit, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I claim
the time in opposition to the motion to
recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maryland is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
of my colleagues to reject this weak
and unconstitutional motion to recom-
mit.

The motion proposes to condition the
admission of Washington, Douglass
Commonwealth on either the imposi-
tion of the whimsical policy pref-
erences of the minority or simply banal
restatements that the State will follow
Federal law, which, obviously, it must
do already under the Supremacy Clause
of the Constitution. All of the States
must.

But the paradigm example here, and
the thing that really appears to be
really on their mind, and I am glad we
at least have boiled it down to this
issue, is they want to make sure that
the new State doesn’t come in without
an amendment written by the people of
Washington, D.C., saying that they will
not charge people a fee for carrying a
concealed weapon.

Now, that is not in the U.S. Constitu-
tion, and it is not a matter of Federal
law obligating the 50 States to do it, so
you cannot selectively impose that on
the new State of Washington, D.C.
That is the equal footing doctrine,
which the Supreme Court has empha-
sized repeatedly throughout our his-
tory, that every new State that we
have granted admission to since the
original 13, all 37 have entered on the
exact same plane of political and con-
stitutional equality as the original 13.

So, they want to impose their var-
ious policy preferences on different
things, like concealed carry weapons
and so on.

If you want to do that, then try to
pass it for the entire country, and it
would apply within the new State, as
well. I don’t think you can do it con-
stitutionally, but that is a separate
matter. Or, resign your seat from wher-
ever you happen to be from. If you are
from Georgia, resign your seat in Geor-
gia, move to the new State, and then
campaign as a Member of Congress
from here or campaign for Governor or
State legislator in the new State and
get them to change their law because
that is a matter of local policy.

I would think that the great cham-
pions of federalism and State rights
would want to allow every State to
make a decision for itself.

Mr. Speaker, a number of things have
been said that need to be corrected.
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For one thing, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ROY) said that we should
legislate for the real Americans, and he
is going to speak for the real Ameri-
cans, not the people who live in Wash-
ington. I would hope he would reflect
on that and issue an apology to the
people of Washington, D.C.

But it seemed that the logic of the
argument was that the only people who
live here are Federal employees, and
they are different from the rest of
America.

Now, think about that for a second.
In the first place, the overwhelming
majority of Federal employees do not
live in Washington, D.C. As far as I
could tell, less than 8 percent of Fed-
eral employees live in Washington,
D.C., which means 92 percent of them
live in our States in the rest of Amer-
ica.

Should those people be disenfran-
chised? Should people who work for the
post office lose their right to represen-
tation in Congress? Should members of
the Armed Forces be disenfranchised?
The Supreme Court already said no in
Carrington v. Rash. Check it out.

So, the overwhelming majority of
Federal employees don’t live in D.C.,
and the overwhelming majority of peo-
ple who live in Washington, D.C., and
are the constituents of Representative
NORTON are not Federal employees.
They do other things.

Yes, they are real Americans, too.
They are bus drivers. They are school-
teachers. They are businesspeople and
entrepreneurs. I mean, come on, get
real, be serious, get out and meet the
people in Washington.

The gentleman from Georgia said
Washington, D.C., was set aside in the
Constitution as a Federal district, and
that was echoed by the former judge
from Texas. But here, our friends just
advertised their unfamiliarity both
with the Constitution and with Amer-
ican history.

The Constitution does not fix the ge-
ographic site of the so-called seat of
government, the district that is set
aside for the seat of government. That
is why after the Constitution was
adopted, the capital was in New York
for a while. It was in Philadelphia for a
while. Before that, it was in Trenton,
New Jersey. It was in Princeton. It was
in Annapolis. We have a whole room in
Annapolis set aside for where Congress
met.

So the idea that you can look up the
Constitution and see the boundaries or
the map of Washington, D.C., is just
absurd.

Now, does Congress have the author-
ity to modify the boundaries of the
Federal district as proposed by Ms.
NORTON? Of course it does. We voted to
do that in 1846 at the behest of a couple
hundred slaveholders in Virginia who
were afraid that this Congress would
follow the advice of Representative
Lincoln from Illinois, who said abolish
the slave traffic in Washington, D.C.
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And they were afraid it was going to
happen, so Alexandria, Arlington, and
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Fairfax county were given back to Vir-
ginia, and it was perfectly constitu-
tional. And there is no legal authority
to the contrary in any way.

If we can modify the boundaries of
the Federal District to placate a couple
hundred slave masters from the 19th
century, we can modify the boundaries
of the Federal District to grant state-
hood and political equality for the peo-
ple of Washington, D.C.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 3 of House Resolution
965, the yeas and nays are ordered.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-
ther proceedings on this question will
be postponed.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MURPHY of Florida). Pursuant to clause
8 of rule XX, the Chair will postpone
further proceedings today on motions
to suspend the rules on which the yeas
and nays are ordered.

The House will resume proceedings
on postponed questions at a later time.

—————

NATIONAL PULSE MEMORIAL

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3094) to designate the National
Pulse Memorial located at 1912 South
Orange Avenue, Orlando, Florida, 32806,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3094

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL PULSE
MEMORIAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Pulse Memorial located
at 1912 South Orange Avenue, Orlando, Florida,
32806, is designated as the ‘“‘National Pulse Me-
movial’’.

(b) EFFECT OF DESIGNATION.—The national
memorial designated by this section is not a unit
of the National Park System and the designa-
tion of the National Pulse Memorial shall not
require or permit Federal funds to be expended
for any purpose related to that national memo-
rial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SO0TO) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. McCLINTOCK) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the meas-
ure under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, on June 12, 2016, a
gunman shot and killed 49 people and
injured 53 others in the Pulse nightclub
shooting in Orlando, Florida. It was
the single deadliest known violent at-
tack on the LGBTQ community, the
deadliest violent attack in America at
that time, and an attack on our Latino
community, our African-American
communities, and so many others.

After this tragedy, our city came to-
gether. Doctors, first responders, and
friends rushed to save the wounded;
others donated funds, supplies, even
their blood. Countless works of art,
gifts, and letters were left at im-
promptu memorial sites paying tribute
to the victims and survivors.

We came together in candlelight vig-
ils across the globe to grieve and re-
member. We became truly Orlando
Strong in the face of adversity for the
whole world to see.

As we continue to honor 49 angels, we
remind the world that love will always
conquer hate in the end. The designa-
tion of the Pulse nightclub as a na-
tional memorial honors the lives
taken, as well as the survivors, first re-
sponders, and an entire central Florida
community. Together, we will open
minds and hearts and make the Pulse
Memorial a national symbol of hope,
love, and change.

I thank my Orlando area colleagues,
Congresswoman VAL DEMINGS and Con-
gresswoman STEPHANIE MURPHY, for
joining me in leading this important
bipartisan legislation.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 3094, offered by our col-
league from Florida (Mr. SOTO).

A little over 4 years ago, on June 12,
2016, the Pulse nightclub in Orlando,
Florida, became the scene of the worst
terrorist attack on American soil since
September 11, 2001.

Forty-nine Americans died and 53
were injured that terrible night at the
hands of an ISIS-inspired coward who
turned on the very country where his
parents had sought refuge from the vio-
lence in Afghanistan. Instead of grati-
tude, he unleashed hatred and violence
upon this country that had sheltered
his family and made it possible for him
to be born into a land of freedom and
opportunity.

The poisonous political ideology that
infected and animated him in his at-
tack—and to which he pledged alle-
giance just before the attack—is a fa-
miliar nemesis to the founding prin-
ciples of our country.
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This craven and wanton attack re-
minds us of the threats of Islamic ex-
tremism both at home and abroad: that
they are real, that they are malignant,
and that they are deadly.

In the aftermath of this terrible at-
tack on the patrons of the Pulse night-
club, its owner established a nonprofit
called the onePULSE Foundation to
memorialize those who died in this
mass murder, known simply as ‘‘the
49.”” The foundation worked quickly to
establish a memorial in Orlando, but
recently began working with Orlando’s
mayor to launch a design competition
for a permanent memorial and museum
slated to open in 2022.

This bill would redesignate the Pulse
Memorial in Orlando as the National
Pulse Memorial. The bill makes clear
that this memorial will not be a unit of
the national park system, and a des-
ignation as a national memorial does
not require any Federal funds to be ex-
pended.

The House’s action on this bill today
complements the United States Sen-
ate’s resolution passed on June 11 of
this year honoring the victims of this
outrage, as well as the State of Flor-
ida’s designation of June 12 as Pulse
Remembrance Day.

I urge adoption of the measure, and 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California and our
friends across the aisle for their sup-
port.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
DEMINGS).

Mrs. DEMINGS. Madam Speaker, it
is time to make the Pulse nightclub a
national memorial, and the reason is
that what Pulse symbolizes is relevant
to all Americans.

Let me say this: Orlando does not
need Congress in order to honor the 49
victims, nor the 53 who were wounded
that night. We have honored them and
will continue to do so for as long as
their memories live on.

But it is still the right thing to do,
that Congress take this action today,
because, by making Pulse a national
memorial, we honor not only the vic-
tims, but what they stood for, what
they represent, and what our country
could be and should be.

Pulse is in my district. It was a sanc-
tuary. It was a place where Orlando’s
LGBTQ residents could find safety and
friendship. The people there that night
were not in the wrong place at the
wrong time. They were exactly where
they were supposed to be, among
friends and loved ones, taking joy to-
gether in what my bishop referred to as
a late night fellowship.

Isn’t that worth celebrating? Isn’t
that worth protecting for every Amer-
ican? Could there be any right more
basic?

And that is why we are here: to honor
and remember them.

We will continue to grieve for those
we lost and to help those who survived.
We will continue together and remem-
ber.
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We will continue to act on gun vio-
lence and civil rights, for the survivors
of Pulse have called upon us to honor
those we lost with action, not just
words.

Today, with this vote, we state that
Pulse was a national tragedy not only
for what it was, but for what it meant;
and it will be a national memorial not
just to commemorate our past, but to
guide our future.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
have no further speakers on our side,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. CICILLINE).

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I
thank you, who brought me to the site
of this horrible tragedy and allowed me
to see the warmth and beauty of your
community in response to it.

Four years ago, 49 people were mur-
dered in a violent, hate-filled mass
shooting at a gay nightclub in Orlando.
In the days that followed, we saw and
heard stories of courage, bravery, and
resolve. But mostly, there was un-
speakable pain for those who lost
someone in this attack. And although I
pray that the passage of 4 years has
brought some measure of relief, the
truth is that their pain will never fully
20 away.

It is critical that we designate this
memorial today so that our country
never forgets those who are lost, but it
is also important to take action so this
never happens again.

Individuals convicted of hate crimes
should never own a gun, and that is
why 1 introduced the Disarm Hate
Act—to do just that. If you commit a
hate crime, you shouldn’t be allowed to
own a gun, period. We know that those
who commit hate crimes become in-
creasingly violent as time goes on.
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No American family should have to
suffer because of this loophole. Let’s
disarm hate once and for all.

We will never forget the 49 young
people who lost their lives at the Pulse
club in Orlando, the extraordinary re-
sponse of the first responders, and the
hospital facilities that provided mirac-
ulous care that prevented so many
other lives from being lost.

Let’s do all that we can to prevent
the next hate-filled tragedy.

Again, I salute Orlando Strong for
the magnificent and nurturing re-
sponse of the entire community to this
devastating attack on all of us.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, I take this oppor-
tunity to commend Congressman SOTO,
Congresswoman DEMINGS, and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Congress-
woman MURPHY), who is in the Chair,
on this incredibly important legisla-
tion.
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I traveled to attend a memorial serv-
ice in the aftermath of the tragedy at
Orlando’s Pulse gay nightclub to
mourn with the stunned community
how the confluence of bigotry and
weapons of war conspired to steal 49 in-
nocent lives.

I remember the feeling of numbness
and agony. It was so hard to grasp that
in 2016, visitors to Pulse that night suf-
fered a violence that far too often
plagues LGBTQ-plus communities and
communities of color, but this time on
a mass scale. They were targeted for
who they were.

Out for the evening, they assumed it
was safe to be themselves, to live their
truths, and yet their precious lives
were snuffed out.

But in this darkest of moments, Flo-
ridians opened their arms to embrace
and heal one another. They vocally de-
nounced bigotry, whether it was aimed
at our LGBTQ-plus or Hispanic com-
munities, or too often both. They
would not stay silent.

Even public figures who were not al-
ways clear LGBTQ-plus allies stood up
and made a commitment to equality.

It was an encouraging moment of sol-
idarity amidst such tragedy. Most Flo-
ridians responded by drawing closer
than ever before.

Two years later, my community en-
dured similar heartache and anger
when 17 students and educators were
killed at Marjory Stoneman Douglas
High School. Days after that horrific
school shooting, I was in Orlando and
visited Pulse, where spontaneous mes-
sages of love and sadness were left be-
hind.

As I added my message to the thou-
sands hanging on banners there, I saw
Pulse was not simply a site of tragedy
and pain. It was a hallowed place to re-
member and honor all the individuals
who were lost. But it was also now a
public space affirming that equality,
justice, and love are worth rallying to
and fighting for.

Making Pulse a national memorial
would, most importantly, properly
honor those we lost way too soon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield
an additional 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Speaker, but it would also ele-
vate that site so that millions of Amer-
icans might turn our collective pain
into collective action.

In passing this bill, I hope visitors
the world over will be inspired by a
community that emphatically declared
that love and hope will always triumph
over prejudice and violence.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL).

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Madam
Speaker, I am proud to rise in support
of H.R. 3094, a bill to designate the Na-
tional Pulse Memorial.
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On June 12, 2016, a shooter hatefully
took the lives of 49 people at the Pulse
nightclub in Orlando, Florida. Those
who died were sons and daughters,
brothers and sisters, mothers, fathers,
and loving members of Florida’s com-
munities.

This tragedy brought grief and pain
to all parts of the Nation, to Florida,
including my very own district, and to
the LGBT community.

That evening at the nightclub was
Jerry Wright. His parents, MJ and
Fred, are part of our community in
south Florida. They described Jerry as
a wonderful, loving, and caring son. He
was there that evening, like any other
evening, enjoying Latin music with
friends, and from 1 minute to the next,
his life was cruelly taken from him. He
was only 31 years old.

We all know that Jerry did not de-
serve this. His parents and family did
not deserve this.

I am very close friends now with the
Wright family, and I know firsthand
the anguish and the pain that they go
through every single day, Mother’s
Day, Father’s Day. That pain never
goes away.

I know that personally, Madam
Speaker, because I have also lost a
loved one tragically to gun violence.
So the pain that the families and the
friends of 48 other people who lost their
lives the same way is still present
today.

Just over 4 years later, now it is time
that we designate the Pulse nightclub
as a national memorial.

This memorial will honor the mem-
ory of those who died that evening. It
will ensure that loved family members
like Jerry Wright are never forgotten.
It will reflect on the pain that their
families are still suffering. But most
importantly, it will serve as a reminder
that we as a country have to stop this
violence and disarm hate.

This memorial is a testament to
those who died, and it is a mandate
that we do more to stop it from hap-
pening again.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MURPHY), my neighbor in
central Florida.

Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I thank my colleague for
yielding to me.

Four long years have passed since a
gunman walked into my community
and took the lives of 49 innocent people
at the Pulse nightclub.

At that time, the events marked the
largest mass shooting in this country,
and to this day, it remains one of the
largest incidents of a hate crime in our
history.

Most of the victims were members of
our LGBTQ community in Orlando, a
community that created Pulse to be a
safe place to be themselves, a place
where hate and violence could not
reach them.

It took one lone gunman to shatter
that reality. But it is up to us on this
day, 4 years later, to take it back.
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We owe it to those we lost to honor
their memories by dedicating a na-
tional memorial at Pulse, a memorial
that reflects the same love, accept-
ance, and spirit of community that em-
bodied the victims and that embodies
the LGBTQ community at large, a
place of healing for the survivors and
all those affected, a welcoming place
for all those seeking inspiration to act,
to create a better, safer, and more in-
clusive Nation.

By taking this important step, Amer-
ica is telling the world that we will
never let hate win, that we won’t for-
get the victims, and that we will fight
to ensure no community will ever go
through something like this again.

God bless the Pulse victims and their
families.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
would inquire if the gentleman is ready
to close.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I have
three more speakers.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TAKANO).

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Four years ago, during Pride Month,
our country awoke to the devastating
news about a shooting at a nightclub in
Orlando, Florida. The Pulse nightclub,
a safe haven for the LGBTQ-plus com-
munity in Orlando was the target of an
act of hate.

Forty-nine lives were taken and 53
were wounded after a gunman opened
fire. The victims and survivors were
LGBTQ-plus and members of the
Latinx community.

This shooting was one of the dead-
liest attacks on LGBTQ-plus Ameri-
cans in our history, and it left our
community hurting, fearful, and skep-
tical about the progress our Nation had
made towards acceptance, under-
standing, and belonging for LGBTQ-
plus people.

Four years later, we are still griev-
ing, we are still healing, and we are
still demanding action to make equal-
ity the law of the land and to end gun
violence in America.

When I visited Orlando to pay my re-
spects to the victims and to honor
their memories, what I saw at Pulse
during such a painful time gave me
hope. I saw a community that had
come together to condemn hate, to re-
ject intolerance, and to celebrate the
lives of every single soul that was lost
that night.

Our community’s pride and the brav-
ery we exhibit when we choose to em-
brace our identity, even in the face of
hate and homophobia, is proof of how
resilient we are.

Designating Pulse as a national me-
morial would honor the lives of those
lost and it would forever stand as a
symbol of pride, hope, and courage,
which will always triumph over hate.

Madam Speaker, as the co-chair of
the LGBT Equality Caucus, I thank
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Representative SOTO for his leadership,
also Representative MURPHY and Rep-
resentative DEMINGS.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on H.R. 3094.

Mr. McCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Mas-
sachusetts (Ms. CLARK), the vice chair
of our caucus.

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.
Madam Speaker, almost 4 years ago
today, I joined with my colleagues and
my friend, Congressman JOHN LEWIS, in
leading a sit-in on this very floor after
the Pulse nightclub shooting in Or-
lando, Florida.

We could not stand for another mo-
ment of silence. We could not stand for
another day of inaction. We could not
stand for another mass shooting in
America.

We sat in protest. The House Demo-
crats stopped the work of Congress be-
cause Congress had stopped working
for the American people.

Now, 4 years later, our commitment
to ending gun violence and hate re-
mains absolute.

Making the Pulse nightclub a na-
tional memorial will honor the 49 lives
lost in Orlando and will declare that
love is love.

Today, during Pride Month, we cele-
brate these lives and we honor them,
but we can’t stop there. We need com-
monsense gun violence prevention
measures nNow.

Within weeks of taking the majority,
House Democrats passed two bipartisan
gun safety bills. To this day, they re-
main stalled in the Senate.

COVID-19 is not the only public
health crisis in this country. We lose
40,000 Americans a year to gun vio-
lence.

We cannot waste another day. We ask
the Republicans in the Senate to pass
our legislation, end this sickening
cycle of gun violence in our country.

Choose love, choose peace, recognize
that gun violence is often the lethal
partner of racism and bigotry.

With this national memorial, we will
have a physical manifestation of our
commitment to end gun violence and
to have equality for all.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, 1
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I would
inquire how much time we have re-
maining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MURPHY of Florida). The gentleman
from Florida has 4% minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

O 1130

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
this is a somber moment, and I thank
the gentleman from Florida for not
only his passion but his recognition
that America should never forget.

I thank the Speaker pro tempore for
letting us remember all the faces and
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families and loved ones that were im-
pacted. Forty-nine lives, I believe, were
taken in one moment, with an act of
violence by a crazed gunman, with a
gun.

We have been trying to stand in the
gap, with background checks passed
the very first moment under the lead-
ership of Speaker PELOSI, gun violence
legislation that has no impact on the
Second Amendment but seeks to derail
the kind of crazed gunman that was
able to take these lives before first re-
sponders could come.

I remember hearing the stories of
families waiting outside of the Pulse
nightclub, saying they heard from
their loved one but had not seen them
because they were making their last-
minute cries for help.

This memorial would say to America
that we are not a nation of bigots, of
xenophobia, racism, hatred. We are a
nation of respect and dignity.

I know the families of those who died
at the Pulse nightclub are still in pain
and will never forget.

But it is the duty of the United
States Congress, with our voices
raised, to say that the book that I have
been holding on to over the last 2 days,
to fight for justice in policing, to talk
about D.C. statehood, this book, this
Constitution, which George Wash-
ington said he would use as a guide,
that he would never abandon, everyone
has the right to decency and life and
due process.

I enthusiastically support this legis-
lation to give dignity to the lives, and
for America never to forget those lives,
at the Pulse nightclub.

Madam Speaker, as a senior member of the
House of Representatives, | rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3094, “To designate the National
Pulse Memorial located at 1912 South Orange
Avenue, Orlando, Florida, 32806, and for other
purposes.”

| am voting for H.R. 3094 because it not
only memorializes and honors the 49 people
who tragically lost their lives from this horrific
act of violence, but it also stands as a symbol
to the LGBTQ+ community, to our Latino com-
munity, to our nation, and to the world, that we
will not stand for or tolerate acts of hatred
against marginalized persons.

Madam Speaker, you will remember that the
Pulse nightclub shooting took place on June
12th, 2016 in Orlando, Florida when a gunman
shot and killed 49 people and injured 53 oth-
ers.

It was the single deadliest known violent at-
tack on both the LGBTQ+ community and our
Latino community.

The Pulse nightclub was a haven for the
LGBTQ community to live, love, and dance.

They came for music, celebration and fel-
lowship.

Over four dozen would leave the Pulse
Nightclub with their names added to a list of
fatal victims of gun violence .

In the aftermath, we saw communities come
together and support one another.

We saw doctors, first responders,
friends rush to save the wounded.

Others donated funds, supplies, and even
their blood.

There were countless murals and other
artworks, gifts, and letters left at impromptu

and
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memorial sites, paying tribute to the victims
and survivors.

Our nation refused to let hate win.

We came together in the form of thousands
of candlelight vigils to grieve, remember, and
heal.

By passing H.R. 3094 today, we seek to
create a permanent reminder that this act of
violence and other heinous instances of big-
otry are not emblematic of America or its true
values.

It will also remind us that it is our duty as
a society to be better and do better in terms
of standing up against hate in all its forms.

| ask all members to join me in voting for
H.R. 3094, “To designate the National Pulse
Memorial located at 1912 South Orange Ave-
nue, Orlando, Florida, 32806, and for other
purposes.”

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I include
in the RECORD a list of the names of the
49 victims we lost in the Pulse night-
club shooting.

Stanley Almodovar III, 23 years old; Aman-
da L. Alvear, 25 years old; Oscar A. Aracena
Montero, 26 years old; Rodolfo Ayala Ayala,
33 years old; Antonio Davon Brown, 29 years
old; Darryl Roman Burt II, 29 years old;
Angel Candelario-Padro, 28 years old; Juan
Chavez Martinez, 25 years old; Luis Daniel
Conde, 39 years old; Cory James Connell, 21
years old; Tevin Eugene Crosby, 25 years old;
Deonka Deidra Drayton, 32 years old; Simon
Adrian Carrillo Fernandez, 31 years old;
Leroy Valentin Fernandez, 25 years old;
Mercedez Marisol Flores, 26 years old; Peter
Ommy Gonzalez Cruz, 22 years old; Juan
Ramon Guerrero, 22 years old; Paul Terrell
Henry, 41 years old; Frank Hernandez, 27
years old; Miguel Angel Honorato, 30 years
old.

Javier Jorge Reyes, 40 years old; Jason
Benjamin Josaphat, 19 years old; Eddie
Jamoldroy Justice, 30 years old; Anthony
Luis Laureano Disla, 25 years old; Chris-

topher Andrew Leinonen, 32 years old;
Alejandro Barrios Martinez, 21 years old;
Brenda Marquez McCool, 49 years old;

Gilberto R. Silva Menendez, 25 years old;
Kimberly Jean Morris, 37 years old; Akyra
Monet Murray, 18 years old; Luis Omar
Ocasio Capo, 20 years old; Geraldo A. Ortiz
Jimenez, 25 years old; Eric Ivan Ortiz-Rivera,
36 years old; Joel Rayon Paniagua, 32 years
old; Jean Carlos Mendez Perez, 35 years old;
Enrique L. Rios, Jr., 25 years old; Jean Car-
los Nieves Rodriguez, 27 years old; Xavier
Emmanuel Serrano-Rosado, 35 years old;
Christopher Joseph Sanfeliz, 24 years old;
Yilmary Rodriguez Solivan, 24 years old; Ed-
ward Sotomayor Jr., 34 years old; Shane
Evan Tomlinson, 33 years old; Martin
Benitez Torres, 33 years old; Jonathan A.
Camuy Vega, 24 years old; Juan Pablo Rivera
Velazquez, 37 years old; Luis Sergio Vielma,
22 years old; Franky Jimmy DedJesus
Velazquez, 50 years old; Luis Daniel Wilson-
Leon, 37 years old; Jerald Arthur Wright, 31
years old.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I thank you and him for making this
important memorial possible for us
today.

I rise to solemnly join my colleagues
to honor the 49 beautiful souls mur-
dered 4 years ago in an unfathomable
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act of hatred and bloodshed at the
Pulse nightclub in Orlando.

I thank Congressman DARREN SOTO
for giving us this opportunity of ob-
serving and for being a voice for peace
and healing for all of those affected.

Pulse was a peaceful haven where
young LGBTQ Americans could enjoy
music, dancing, and celebration, know-
ing they were in a sanctuary of safety
and solidarity.

Pulse was a monument to joy, a trib-
ute to resilience and pride born out of
the grief that Barbara Poma experi-
enced after losing her brother, John, to
AIDS. That was her motivation for
starting that.

May the grief that we experience now
at the loss of 49 who were murdered
move us to turn our pain into purpose.
This poster is all of them.

But some time after the terrible
tragedy, we stood on the steps of the
Capitol, holding their individual pic-
tures. At that time, we said: We will
never forget.

Thank you for giving us the oppor-
tunity to keep that promise to turn
pain into purpose.

Shortly after the horrific act of ha-
tred at Pulse, I had the solemn privi-
lege of traveling to Orlando and meet-
ing with survivors and families who
had lost loved ones. Their message to
the Congress, to a person that I met
with there, was: Please, do something
to stop gun violence.

Yet, painfully, since that tragic
night, the horror that we saw in Or-
lando has been replicated in countless
other communities across the country.
In too many places, the epidemic of
gun violence has killed too many inno-
cent people and left too many families
suffering unimaginable pain and loss.

As one of the first actions of our ma-
jority last year, the House took action
to end the bloodshed by passing H.R. 8
and H.R. 1112, H.R. 8 so designated be-
cause it had been 8 years since the as-
sault on the life of our colleague Gabby
Giffords.

She survived. She is doing remark-
able things, in terms of trying to end
gun violence. But other people died.
Hence, H.R. 8, as it was 8 years since.
Then, H.R. 1112 was Mr. CLYBURN’s leg-
islation to address what happened in
South Carolina.

485 days, nearly 500 days, later, we
continue to urge the Senate to take up
this legislation, supported broadly,
Democrats, independents, Republicans,
gun owners, hunters, many of whom
have had to pass background checks in
order to have their guns and to enjoy
their sport and protect themselves.
They are not against background
checks. Across the country, this has
broad support, nonpartisan support.

Yet, in the Congress of the United
States, there is resistance to that safe-
ty of simply commonsense background
checks. It isn’t as if we were starting
something new. This is just an expan-
sion of the background checks that al-
ready exist to include gun shows and
online sales, et cetera, just an expan-
sion.
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I remind my colleagues that an aver-
age of 100 people die every day from
gun violence. Let me restate, it has
been almost 500 days since the House
passed those bills and the Senate has
failed to take it up—almost 500 times
100 a day.

We see the consequences. Not that all
of them would have been saved, but
some, many, would have. Many have
been saved since the original back-
ground check legislation passed.

Four years later, 4 years after Pulse,
our grief remains raw. But our resolve
to end the deadly scourge of gun vio-
lence and hatred—discrimination, that
it was about, too—remains unwavering.

Strengthened by the memories of
those who were lost to gun violence—49
souls here, and so many others—in-
spired by the spirit of hope that we cel-
ebrate during Pride Month, especially
this weekend, let us never relent in our
mission to end the horror of gun vio-
lence once and for all and end discrimi-
nation against anyone in our commu-
nity.

Madam Speaker, I thank and com-
mend Mr. SoTo, and I urge a ‘‘yes”
vote.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I again want to commend Mr. SOTO
on this bill.

In closing, it is important to note
that the attack that we remember with
this legislation was directed against all
Americans, not just the patrons of the
nightclub that night. The killer made
this abundantly and chillingly clear.
He declared himself an ‘“‘Islamic sol-
dier” and declared his allegiance and
obedience to the terrorist leader, Abu
Bakr al-Baghdadi. This was an attack
motivated by hate, hatred against our
country, hatred against all that our
country stands for.

I think we can take some solace in
knowing that Americans today retain
their right to defend themselves
against such attacks, that such ter-
rorist attacks like this should remind
us how important our Second Amend-
ment rights remain today.

We can also take solace from the fact
that al-Baghdadi, the inspiration for
this terrorist attack, was hunted down
and brought to justice in October last
year by American Delta Force com-
mandos, as he shielded himself with
children, who he killed when he deto-
nated a suicide vest rather than to be
taken prisoner.

Madam Speaker, in memory of the 49
Americans killed by this terrorist at-
tack, I ask for an ‘‘aye’ vote in this
House today.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SOTO. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

We all agree this was an attack moti-
vated by hate, and today, we recognize
the 49 angels we lost and the 53 who
were injured during the Pulse night-
club shooting.

Vigils occurred across this Nation,
across the political spectrum, after
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this deadly shooting. I can tell you, on
behalf of Congresswoman DEMINGS,
Congresswoman MURPHY, myself, and
our region, we want to thank everyone
for doing that.

We want to thank our colleagues,
both Democrats and Republicans, for
coming together: Chair GRIJALVA,
Ranking Member BISHOP, Mr. MCCLIN-
TOCK, Miss GONZALEZ-COLON, Mr.
FITZPATRICK. We appreciate all the
work being done in the Senate.

Today, we recognize the memory of
these 49 angels across our Nation by
making this the Pulse National Memo-
rial.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. SOTO)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 3094, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL

DISAPPROVAL OF RULE SUB-
MITTED BY DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION RELATING TO ‘“BOR-
ROWER DEFENSE INSTITU-
TIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY"—
VETO MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NEGUSE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of June 18, 2020, the unfinished
business is the further consideration of
the veto message of the President on
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 76) pro-
viding for congressional disapproval
under chapter 8 of title 5, United
States Code, of the rule submitted by
the Department of Education relating
to “Borrower Defense Institutional Ac-
countability”.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Will the House, on recon-
sideration, pass the joint resolution,
the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding?

(For veto message, see proceedings of
the House of June 1, 2020, at page
H2362.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of over-
riding the President’s veto of H.J. Res.
76, a bipartisan Congressional Review
Act resolution that would stop the De-
partment of Education’s harmful bor-
rower defense rule from going into ef-
fect.

Mr. Speaker, I first want to recognize
the hard work of the gentlewoman
from Nevada, Representative SUSIE
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LEE, for her tireless efforts in pro-
tecting students, particularly student
veterans, from predatory schools.
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Borrower defense is a valuable tool to
provide relief to student borrowers who
are defrauded by predatory institu-
tions. Unfortunately, instead of using
the Department’s authority to make
borrowers whole and give students a
second chance at a quality education,
it has gone out of its way to prevent
victims of fraud from getting relief.

The Department’s rewrite of the bor-
rower defense rule, which is set to go
into effect on July 1, will mean that a
vast majority of defrauded student bor-
rowers will get virtually no relief. Even
in cases where a school clearly violates
the law, defrauded victims can still be
denied relief under the rule if they
can’t show that the school inten-
tionally defrauded them or they can’t
file their claim fast enough or they
can’t document, according to the
flawed Department methodology, ex-
actly how much harm they suffered due
to fraud.

Even those student borrowers who do
receive partial relief will receive sig-
nificantly less relief than before. Under
Secretary DeVos, the average loan dis-
charge amount for approved borrowers
has dropped from about $11,000 to about
$5600, and for many students zero relief
will be available even though they can
prove massive fraud.

Class actions are not allowed under
the rule. Each student must bring an
individual case even though the school
may have been found to have been
guilty of egregious systemic fraud.

Democrats and Republicans came to-
gether earlier this year to pass a Con-
gressional Review Act resolution that
rejects this rule and prevents the De-
partment of Education from denying
borrowers the relief they deserve. A
broad coalition, including veterans and
military groups, consumer advocates,
student advocates, and civil rights
groups, called on the President to sign
the congressional resolution and pro-
tect student borrowers from predatory
schools; but, while the President ini-
tially indicated support for the resolu-
tion, he ultimately chose to veto it.

Today the House has one final oppor-
tunity to ensure that defrauded stu-
dents get the relief they deserve by
overriding that veto.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote to override the President’s veto.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the customary 30
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Ms. FoxX), who is the
ranking member, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume, and I thank my col-
league from Virginia for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion of H.J. Res. 76, a resolution that
would overturn the Education Depart-
ment’s effort to assist students who
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have been defrauded by colleges and
universities while also taking nec-
essary precautions to protect taxpayer
interests.

Democrats have resorted to political
finger-pointing on this issue at every
turn. First, Education and Labor Com-
mittee Democrats held a hearing at the
end of last year to hurl unfounded and
personal attacks at Secretary DeVos.
Then they passed H.J. Res. 76 shortly
after to overturn the Education De-
partment’s borrower defense rules; and
now, after President Trump has vetoed
this resolution, the Democrats still
can’t take no for an answer and want
to override the President’s veto.

As we stand here today—yet again—
to watch the Democrats’ political
games unfold, I would like to begin by
highlighting real priorities we are let-
ting fall by the wayside as we waste
time debating this partisan resolution.

For starters, we should be working
on bipartisan solutions to combat the
devastating effects of the coronavirus.
We should be addressing the concerns
of small businesses—the backbone of
our economy—and the workers whose
livelihoods are being impacted by this
crisis.

Or we could address labor union
shortcomings, including the widespread
and brazen corruption amongst United
Auto Worker, UAW, union leadership.
We know the UAW senior union leaders
engaged in money laundering, tax
fraud, bribery, and embezzlement, yet
no action has been taken to examine
this abuse of power by union bosses.

Unfortunately, Democrats have a
long track record of pursuing ideolog-
ical objectives at the expense of tax-
payers, students, and schools. Today is
no different, so I would like to spend
some time touching upon the advan-
tages of the Trump administration’s
new rule and providing context on the
Obama-era borrower defense rule and
its many shortcomings.

The borrower defense rule was first
released by the Education Department
in 1994. Borrowers rarely used this
process over the next 20 years, until
2015, when a large for-profit school
closed. During the final stretch of his
Presidency, the Obama administration
used this school closure as an oppor-
tunity to issue new regulations on bor-
rower defense.

The caveat? A potential $42 billion
price tag to be footed by taxpayers
that encouraged tens of thousands of
borrowers, whether they were harmed
or not, to apply to have their loans for-
given. In fact, claim filings for loan
forgiveness went from 59 submitted in
the first 20 years to roughly 300,000
claims submitted in the last 5 years.

Let me repeat that.

For the first 20 years of the rule,
there were 59 claims. Then the Obama
administration begins encouraging
frivolous appeals, and the appeals
jumped to 300,000 and climbing.

This shouldn’t come as a surprise.
Massive loan forgiveness has long been
a Democrat objective, and the Obama
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rule was a giant leap toward that
goal—one that also ignored the high
cost to taxpayers.

Furthermore, the Obama administra-
tion’s regulations were convoluted,
blurring the line between fraud and in-
advertent mistakes made by schools.
The distinction between the two is im-
portant because, if institutions are
found to engage in fraud, the Edu-
cation Department can cause schools
to close—despite no intentional wrong-
doing—through significant financial
penalties.

But don’t just take my word for it.
Colleges and wuniversities, including
historically Black colleges and univer-
sities, HBCUs, voiced concerns about
the Obama regulation. Postsecondary
education leaders believed what Presi-
dent Obama’s administration proposed
could ruin those colleges and univer-
sities that did not have large endow-
ments or significant revenue streams
like the Ivy League institutions. The
Obama rule could shutter the very in-
stitutions designed and dedicated to
serving low-income, minority, and
first-generation students.

Additionally, The Washington Times
pointed out: ‘“Under the Obama rule,
students in the coronavirus era who
could not attend classes on campus and
were forced to take makeshift Zoom
classes would have legitimate claims
against their schools because the
Obama rule does not differentiate be-
tween willful misrepresentation and
schools’ varied responses to the
coronavirus. Great for trial lawyers,
but bad for students and their schools.”

The Obama regulations created more
chaos than clarity, and the Trump ad-
ministration recognized immediately
the need to right these wrongs. So,
working with the Education Depart-
ment, President Trump produced a rule
with clearer standards for borrower de-
fense and increased transparency for
both students and institutions.

The rule, first and foremost, holds all
schools accountable. Students who
have been lied to and suffered financial
harm are entitled to relief and forgive-
ness.

Let me repeat that. The Trump ad-
ministration’s borrower defense rule
delivers relief to students, including
veterans, who have been lied to and
suffered financial harm.

In fact, the Obama rule undermined
the ability of veterans to earn relief if
the institution was considered an elite
liberal arts institution. In contrast,
President Trump’s rule makes sure stu-
dents have the last word no matter
what institution they attend.

Democrats will have you believe that
the President and Secretary DeVos
want to intentionally harm students
who have been defrauded by an institu-
tion of higher education, and that is
simply not the case.

While my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle are willing to spend
taxpayer money recklessly, President
Trump’s rule actually reduces the cost
of the 2016 Obama-era regulations by
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$11 billion because it helps students go
to and complete their education rather
than closing schools indiscriminately.
This is an $11 billion savings for Amer-
ican taxpayers during a time when
many are struggling to make ends
meet.

Additionally, the Trump borrower de-
fense rule holds all institutions, not
just for-profit colleges, accountable for
misrepresentations instead of picking
winners and losers at considerable cost
to taxpayers. It ensures due process for
all parties; extends the look-back win-
dow to qualify for closed school loan
discharges from 120 to 180 days so when
schools close more students are eligible
for forgiveness; and allows for arbitra-
tion, which could result in borrowers
recovering resources such as cash pay-
ments or other expenses not provided
by the Education Department.

Furthermore, this rule is the result
of more than 2 years of deliberations,
public hearings, and negotiations with
higher education stakeholders, as well
as considering, incorporating, and re-
sponding to public comments on this
issue.

Thanks to this regulatory reset, all
colleges and universities will be held
accountable, defrauded students will
see relief, and taxpayer dollars will be
better protected.

Republicans stand ready to provide
relief to students who have been
harmed by fraud, and the borrower de-
fense rule issued by the Trump admin-
istration delivers on that front.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge a ‘‘no”’
vote on this resolution, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Nevada (Mrs. LEE), who is the
sponsor of the resolution and a hard-
working member of the Committee on
Education and Labor.

Mrs. LEE of Nevada. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to urge my colleagues to join me
in overriding the Presidential veto of
H.J. Res. T6.

Last night, we took a historic vote
for racial justice, the Justice in Polic-
ing Act. Time and again, Congress
takes votes, votes like this one that
will soon be forgotten in the media, but
these are the votes that quietly perpet-
uate the systemic inequality and rac-
ism in our country. That is what this
vote today is about.

Communities of color, minority and
low-income students, and veterans are
preyed upon by predatory for-profit
schools. They are manipulated. They
are lied to and they are defrauded.

Because we, the Federal Government,
did not do enough to prevent that
fraud, we established the borrower de-
fense rule as part of the Higher Edu-
cation Act as a way to give these stu-
dents a path to justice and relief. But
the Department of Education not only
rewrote that rule to make justice for
our students virtually impossible, it is
also failing to hold these predatory
schools accountable for their actions.

Time and time again, we tell young
students in this country education is
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the answer, and they believe us. But
that system failed them. The system
failed my constituent, Kendrick Har-
rison, a brave Iraq war veteran, a fa-
ther, and a Black American.

Kendrick and his family were left
homeless after his for-profit school
blew through his GI benefits and con-
vinced him to take out $16,000 in debt
right before shutting their doors. He is
fighting to this day and working as
hard as anyone to get his life back on
track.

I promise this story is not an excep-
tion. There are over 350,000 students
just in recent years who were lied to,
manipulated, and defrauded by preda-
tory schools.

So I ask my colleagues: Are you
going to stand with these students? Are
you going to stand with the system
that perpetuates inequality and holds
down brave Americans like Kendrick?
Are you going to let these for-profit
schools wreak havoc on the lives of
these students and take advantage of
American taxpayers?

Because it is us, American taxpayers,
who foot the bill for these bad actor
schools because the Department of
Education refuses to hold them ac-
countable.

I am ready to take a stand against
this broken policy, and I need you to
stand with me. Take a stand for the
very communities who have been rising
up in this country.

These protests over the last several
weeks are about police brutality, but
they are about so much more. They are
about decisions that we make in this
body that perpetuate inequality and
continue to stack the deck against
Black Americans, student veterans,
students in poverty, and working peo-
ple who are just trying to better them-
selves.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote to override the President’s veto. It
is time to take a stand.
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Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMP-
SON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I thank our education Re-
publican leader for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the veto override of H.J. Res. 76.

The Department of Education first
released borrower defense rules in 1994,
which were rarely used over the next 20
years. After a large for-profit school
closed in 2015, the Obama administra-
tion used this opportunity to issue new
regulations on borrower defense. These
regulations could cost the American
taxpayer more than $40 billion and en-
courage tens of thousands of bor-
rowers—whether they were harmed or
not—to apply to have their loans for-
given. The 2016 Obama regulations cre-
ated more chaos than clarity and set
massive loan forgiveness of a loan, re-
gardless of the cost to taxpayers.

However, in 2019, the Trump adminis-
tration issued that new borrower de-
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fense rule, which takes effect July 1.
The new rule creates clear, consistent
standards and procedures for borrowers
who have suffered financial harm due
to a misrepresentation by a school.

Specifically, the rule:

Ensures due process for all parties;

Holds all institutions—not just for-
profits—accountable for misrepresenta-
tions;

It delivers relief to students, includ-
ing veterans, who have been lied to and
suffered financial harm;

It preserves student choice, including
student veterans in institutions that
best suit their educational needs;

And it saves taxpayers $11 billion by
incentivizing students to finish their
education rather than indiscriminately
closing schools.

H.J. Res. 76 would undermine the re-
peal of the Trump administration’s
borrower defense rule and go back to
Obama regulations that harm students
and taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons, I urge
my colleagues to oppose this measure.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. DAVIS), the chair
of the Subcommittee on Higher Edu-
cation and Workforce Investment.

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, there are 240,000 defrauded students
waiting for student loan relief. Over
40,000 of those students are from my
home State of California.

After doing nothing for students who
have been defrauded by predatory col-
leges, the Department has come out
with a new borrower defense rule that
only makes things worse—in several
ways—under the guise of protecting
the taxpayer from footing the bill. But
we have to remember, our students are
taxpayers, too.

This new rule clearly gives pref-
erence to the very colleges causing the
harm from the borrower defense rule
that it was intended to prevent. If a
school closes before delivering on its
promises to students, they should have
automatic discharge of their loans to
that institution. Students who have
spent years bettering themselves work-
ing to get into jobs, sacrificing in the
hope of improving financial conditions
for their families are being told that
they simply don’t matter.

Colleges, on the other hand, can use
this system to keep taking money and
they don’t have to deliver what they
promise. Our students deserve protec-
tion from predatory practices.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us
today is the first step toward blocking
the new fraud borrower defense rule
from taking support, and I urge its sup-
port.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. KEL-

LER), another great member of the
committee.
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today in opposition to the attempted
veto override of H.J. Res. 76.
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When this legislation was advanced
through this Chamber in January, the
majority sought to turn back the clock
on borrower defense leading to dan-
gerous consequences for students,
those repaying their loans, and the
American taxpayer. The Obama-era
rule, which the majority seeks to re-
turn us to, in this legislation was
marked by regulatory chaos, excessive
punishments, and ridiculous costs. The
Obama rule provided no clarity and
sought to forgive student loans at a
massive scale, regardless of the cost to
taxpayers or merits of the borrower’s
case.

Mr. Speaker, most importantly, the
Obama-era regulations did not distin-
guish between deliberate fraud and un-
intentional errors made by schools,
which is critical because the Depart-
ment can levy substantial financial
penalties against institutions found to
engage in fraud, which can cause a
school to close despite no intentional
wrongdoing, thus ending access to al-
ternative avenues for higher education
for some current and prospective stu-
dents.

Estimates put the total cost of the
Obama Loan Forgiveness giveaway as
high as $40 billion. That is why in 2019,
the Trump administration issued the
new Borrower Defense Institutional
Accountability Rule. The new rule,
which takes effect on July 1, provides
regulatory clarity; affords due process
to both students and institutions; pro-
vides students relief relative to actual
harm; holds all institutions account-
able for misrepresentation; provides
students with more options to continue
their education, should their school
close; and allows for faster relief by al-
lowing institutional level arbitration.
Importantly, the 2019 rule is estimated
to save taxpayers $11 billion from the
2016 Obama-rule baseline.

Mr. Speaker, we simply cannot afford
to return to the outdated, costly, and
confusing Obama-era rule. I also urge a
““no”’ vote, because with respect to this
issue, Congress should stay in its lane.

The Trump administration was right-
ly using its authority to implement the
laws promulgating the new Borrower
Defense Institutional Accountability
Rule. They did so at a substantial sav-
ings to the taxpayer, while protecting
student borrowers and holding bad ac-
tors accountable.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Education and Labor.

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, just a
few weeks ago, right before Memorial
Day, President Trump very quietly, be-
hind closed doors, vetoed this bill, a
bill that protects a borrower defense
rule, which was supported by a wide
range of veteran service organizations.

For years, young veterans who
sought an education after serving their
country have been targeted by for-prof-
it, rip-off education factories that
swallow up their GI benefits and then
pile on new student loans.
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Stories abound about men and
women who wore the uniform of this
country left with crushing debt and
worthless degrees that denied them the
rewarding careers they were promised.
Although many today are entitled to
loan forgiveness, the Department of
Education, under Secretary Betsy
DeVos, has willfully made this process
as onerous as possible.

Mr. Speaker, if we listen to the
American Legion, the Iraq and Afghan
Veterans of America, and the Vietnam
Veterans of America, vote to override,
and we can restore these victims of
fraud and greed some semblance of fi-
nancial solvency. If we do not override
this veto, the share of eligible debt for-
giveness will drop from 53 percent to
just 3 percent, and we will betray thou-
sands of Americans who stepped up and
volunteered to protect our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘yes’ to override.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I find it interesting that my
colleague would say the President
“very quietly and behind closed doors”
vetoed a bill. They issued a statement
on it almost immediately, so it wasn’t
exactly quietly. Generally, they have
to veto a bill at a desk with people
present.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to voice my strong opposition to
overriding President Trump’s veto.

We can all agree that no student
should be intentionally misled and
schools engaging in fraudulent mis-
representation must be held account-
able. But the Obama-era borrower de-
fense regulations lack clarity, and sim-
ply, did not function. The 2016 regula-
tions did not make the critical distinc-
tion between fraud and unintentional
mistakes made by schools.

Mr. Speaker, under the rule, the De-
partment of Education can impose sig-
nificant financial penalties on institu-
tions found to engage in fraud. But
with no distinction, this can cause a
school to have to close despite no in-
tentional wrongdoing, hurting students
on their path to a higher education.
That is why President Trump took de-
cisive action and created the 2019 bor-
rower defense rule to clear this up.

Mr. Speaker, the Trump administra-
tion’s solution delivers relief to stu-
dents, including veterans, who have
been lied to and suffered financial
harm. It would also save taxpayers $11
billion by helping students complete
their education, rather than indis-
criminately closing schools. The
Trump rule will ensure due process for
all parties, while also ensuring institu-
tions engaging in fraudulent misrepre-
sentation are held accountable.

Mr. Speaker, when Democrats origi-
nally brought forward a resolution to
disapprove this new commonsense rule,
I voted ‘no,” and I will vote ‘‘no”
again today.

I thank President Trump for right-
fully using his veto authority, because
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we cannot go back to the Obama-era
regulations that hurt students and tax-
payers.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this measure today.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI), the chair
of the Subcommittee on Civil Rights
and Human Services.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of H.J. Res. 76,
the veto override.

The Obama administration wrote the
original borrower defense rule to pro-
vide defrauded students with the debt
relief they are entitled to under the
Higher Education Act.

Rather than protect students, how-
ever, DeVos rewrote the rule to make
it nearly impossible for students who
are victimized by deceptive institu-
tions to get the relief they deserve.
That is not justice.

Mr. Speaker, five months ago, I urged
my colleagues to support the resolu-
tion to reverse Secretary DeVos’ harm-
ful new borrower defense rule. I was
glad it passed with bipartisan support.

We are here today because the Presi-
dent has chosen to veto the resolution
and stand with Secretary DeVos and
unscrupulous institutions that cheated
students. This is indefensible.

Mr. Speaker, we are in a challenging
time for our country, but this should
not be hard. Let’s stand with the vic-
tims of deception, the students we rep-
resent across the country, not with un-
scrupulous institutions, not with Sec-
retary DeVos, and not with Donald
Trump.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join together and override this veto.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DAVID P.
ROE).

Mr. DAVID P. ROE of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the res-
olution.

As a ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, I have
heard a lot of misinformation about
the Department of Education’s bor-
rower defense rule and its effects on
student veterans.

Here is the truth: The rule does not
limit the rights or benefits provided for
veterans in the GI bill or servicemem-
bers who use the Department of De-
fense’s Tuition Assistance Program, or
the TAP program. Any veteran or serv-
icemember who is defrauded by an in-
stitution and took out Federal loans,
will have the opportunity to have that
claim fairly adjudicated, just like any
other student would under the rule.

When I was chairman of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs in 2017, I
offered the Forever GI bill to make
more veterans eligible to receive a GI
bill benefit and make veterans eligible
to receive this valuable benefit for life.

Mr. Speaker, 45 years ago, this Army
veteran, when he left the Army, used
the GI bill. I know how valuable it is,
personally, Mr. Speaker. It helped me
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and my family tremendously, and that
is why we wanted to make this benefit
a lifetime benefit.

Mr. Speaker, just a few months ago,
this Congress passed two bills to pro-
tect student veterans whose GI bill
benefits were impacted by the
coronavirus pandemic. My record has
shown that one of my top priorities is
ensuring veterans can receive a quality
education, and a large part of that is
ensuring that they receive the edu-
cation they were promised and holding
schools accountable for fraud.

Mr. Speaker, the Department’s rule
does just that. And it sets up a clear
process for borrowers to have their
claim adjudicated and hold institutions
of all types accountable. This rule is
fair to borrowers. It is fair to schools.
It is fair to taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, I support this rule, and
I support the President’s veto.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. TAKANO), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and
Labor, but more importantly, chair of
the full Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, because so many veterans have
been implicated by fraud on these in-
stitutions.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, so when the Trump ad-
ministration and Secretary DeVos ap-
proved its new borrower defense to re-
payment rule late last year, it was
clear that they had chosen to pander to
the for-profit college industry and
cheat thousands of borrowers out of
the relief that they deserve.

Predatory for-profit institutions con-
sistently put their profits over stu-
dents’ education. They make false
promises about job prospects, drain
Federal resources, and leave millions
of students with useless degrees and
high student loan debt.

Mr. Speaker, yes, veterans are among
that group of people, and that is why
major veteran service organizations
have come out in favor of this veto
override in support of the original leg-
islation. Veterans, women, and minori-
ties are aggressively recruited by these
institutions who only see them as a
benefit to their bottom line:

ITT Technical Institute, Corinthian
Colleges, Dream Center Colleges are
just some of the predatory for-profits
whose lofty promises turned student
dreams into a nightmare. The student
borrowers who were defrauded by these
schools are desperately seeking relief,
but Secretary DeVos is making that
task nearly impossible. And that is
why this year, both Chambers of Con-
gress passed a bipartisan Congressional
Review Act resolution that rejected
Secretary DeVos’ harmful rule.

Students, consumer advocates, and
student veteran groups spoke out in
favor of this CRA and urged President
Trump to sign it into law. But the
President refused to heed their call,
choosing instead to uphold Secretary
DeVos’ watered-down rule to put addi-
tional burdens on borrowers.
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We must override the President’s
veto. Congress must again stand with
student loan borrowers and stop the
Trump administration’s attack on
America’s students and his attempts to
rig the rule in favor of Secretary
DeVos’ cronies. More than 200,000 stu-
dent borrowers are still waiting for re-
lief.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SMUCKER).

Mr. SMUCKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to today’s
attempt to override the President’s
veto.

I think all of us agree that it is im-
portant to offer borrowers a process to
discharge loans when they have been
defrauded by a school, and that is what
the rule, crafted with significant stake-
holder input, offers. That was the origi-
nal intent of the borrower defense proc-
ess when it was enacted in 1995.

However, in 2016, as we have heard,
the Obama administration used this
process to advance an ideological loan
forgiveness scheme, and it worked as
they intended. We went from fewer
than 60 claims over 20 years to nearly
330,000 claims in 4 years, which would
cost the hardworking taxpayers, if you
had to pay this price, $40 billion. And
they will have to pay that price.

Now, I don’t need to go into reasons
why that 2016 Obama rule was flawed.
Instead, I will highlight some of the
improvements made under the new
rule.

This rule strengthens protections for
borrowers from fraud and applies the
same accountability metrics to all in-
stitutions across the board.

The rule provides due process for stu-
dents and institutions but, rightfully,
gives students the last word. The rule
keeps the standard of evidence the
same as the one used by the Obama ad-
ministration, by the way, and thanks
to stakeholder feedback, the rule does
not require borrowers to prove intent.

Another point, this new rule will
only apply to new claims for loans
taken out after July 1.

I do want to thank Secretary DeVos
and all of the hardworking individuals
at the Department of Education for
working through the caseload under
the Obama standard. Your hard work of
processing more than 5,000 cases per
week for borrowers seeking relief has
not gone unnoticed.

A vote against this veto override is a
vote in favor of creating a system that
is fairer for students and taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this resolution.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Ms. ADAMS), the
chair of the Workforce Protections
Subcommittee and also chair of the
HBCU Caucus.

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this measure to override the
President’s veto and to stand up for our
Nation’s 20 million college students.
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Secretary DeVos’ rule would harm
tens of thousands of college students
and would allow bad actors to continue
some of the worst practices, such as
forcing students to sign pre-arbitration
agreements that limit their rights. We
cannot allow predatory institutions to
steal the dream of a college degree
from any child.

It is shameful that in his veto mes-
sage, President Trump used histori-
cally Black colleges and universities,
HBCUs, as cover for his pro-fraud, anti-
student agenda.

Now, let’s be clear. No HBCU has
ever been implicated in a borrower de-
fense claim, and no HBCU has voiced
support for Secretary DeVos’ rule.
That is fake news.

It is time that President Trump and
Secretary DeVos began standing up for
North Carolinians seeking opportunity
instead of lying down to our Nation’s
worst institutions. And if they won’t
do it, Congress will.

It is a fundamental right. Du Bois
told us: ““Of all of the civil rights for
which the world has struggled and
fought . . . the right to learn is . . . the
most fundamental.”

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BYRNE).

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to overriding Presi-
dent Trump’s veto of H.J. Res. 76.

Everyone in this Chamber can agree
that schools that commit fraud and
take advantage of students must be
held accountable. However, returning
to the 2016 borrower defense rule put in
place by the Obama administration is
not the answer.

Put simply, the Obama-era rule sends
millions of taxpayer dollars to those
who were not harmed by their univer-
sity. Under the Obama-era rule, the
standard to define fraud was placed so
low that the Department of Education
saw about 300,000 relief applications in
just 5 years. Compare that to the just
b9 applications in the previous 20 years
the borrower defense process has been
in place.

Understanding this problem, the
Trump administration released an up-
dated borrower defense rule in 2019 to
prevent fraud, ensure taxpayer dollars
are spent responsibly, and cut the regu-
latory red tape that has made it dif-
ficult for students and educational in-
stitutions to understand the old rule.

The new rule also ensures that due
process, a founding principle of our Na-
tion, is in place for both students and
institutions.

The cost of allowing the Obama rule
to stand is great, over 40 billion tax-
payer dollars. Thankfully, the changes
made by the Trump administration
will save taxpayers billions while still
ensuring that students are protected
from fraud.

The Trump administration rule ap-
plies relief where it is needed, unlike
the overly broad Obama-era rule. This
should be something both parties can
support.
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Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt that
students who are defrauded by edu-
cational institutions deserve debt re-
lief, but the Obama-era rule is not the
answer.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
and sustain the President’s veto.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Washington (Ms. JAYAPAL), a dis-
tinguished member of the Committee
on Education and Labor.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, the
American people do not support Betsy
DeVos.

We don’t support her radical at-
tempts to privatize education.

We don’t support her corrupt efforts
to take coronavirus relief away from
public schools so that it can be sent to
private ones.

We don’t support her hateful,
transphobic agenda or her attacks on
survivors of sexual assault.

And we do not support her putting
predatory, for-profit colleges over
those they cheated with a rule that
would force the most vulnerable stu-
dents who were robbed to repay 97 per-
cent of what they borrowed. That is
why Congress passed H.J. Res. 76, with
bipartisan support.

But just as Vice President PENCE had
to save Betsy DeVos’ Senate confirma-
tion, President Trump is trying to save
her dangerous rule against our bipar-
tisan bill.

So I urge my colleagues to override
this veto, and, once again, let’s make
clear that the people’s House stands on
the side of the people and not Betsy
DeVos.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. WATKINS).

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this costly resolution
that would allow more fraud, waste,
and abuse.

No one condones fraud, especially
when it is perpetrated by an institute
of higher learning. Every student who
is financially defrauded is entitled to
relief and forgiveness, period. But we
should make sure that we are helping
those who have been defrauded. It is
our job to do due diligence for the
American taxpayer.

The Trump administration has made
this a priority, unlike the Obama ad-
ministration. They used the rule to for-
give as many student loans as they
could. They would even target institu-
tions they didn’t like. That is partisan.
It is costly to the taxpayer, and it is
harmful to the student. That is why I
support Secretary DeVos and President
Trump. Their borrower defense rule
takes taxpayers into account.

After seeing the enormous price tag
of $42 billion that the Obama rule cre-
ated, President Trump and Secretary
DeVos acted swiftly to take that bur-
den off the backs of the taxpayers. I
thank the President and Secretary
DeVos.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
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from Pennsylvania (Ms. WILD), a dis-
tinguished member of the Committee
on Education and Labor.

Ms. WILD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.J. Res. 76.

Students defrauded by predatory, for-
profit colleges can be left with crush-
ing debt, useless degrees, and none of
the job opportunities they were prom-
ised.

Secretary DeVos could provide im-
mediate relief to students who were de-
frauded. Instead, she has halted stu-
dent loan relief and written a new rule
under which defrauded borrowers could
be denied debt relief, even when preda-
tory colleges clearly violated the law.

BEarlier this year, bipartisan majori-
ties in the House and the Senate voted
together to reject that rule, but Presi-
dent Trump has vetoed our legisla-
tion—yet another of his actions that
will hurt students and taxpayers.

More than 7,000 Pennsylvanians are
suffering while their applications for
financial relief are sitting in limbo at
the Department of Education. If Con-
gress does not override the President’s
veto, student Dborrowers will be
harmed, and predatory colleges will re-
ceive another giveaway.

I am proud to stand with students
and to vote to override the President’s
veto of H.J. Res. 76.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. GUTHRIE).

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today, yet again, to urge my colleagues
to vote ‘“‘no’” on today’s vote to over-
ride the President’s veto of H.J. Res.
76.

It is unconscionable that any institu-
tion of higher education would engage
in fraudulent misrepresentation to
prey on student loan borrowers, par-
ticularly veterans who are able to qual-
ify for GI benefits to attend schools.

President Trump’s commonsense rule
would help students who were de-
frauded and suffered financial harm by
any school, giving them the oppor-
tunity to individually make their case,
ensuring due process for all parties. It
would also save taxpayers $11 billion,
compared to President Obama’s last-
minute, one-size-fits-all rule that did
not hold schools accountable.

As a member of the Education and
Labor Committee and the former
chairman of the Higher Education Sub-
committee, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no”’ today.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HARDER), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Education and Labor.

Mr. HARDER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to encourage my
colleagues to vote to protect my con-
stituents who were scammed by for-
profit colleges.

Both the House and the Senate took
bipartisan votes to protect these stu-
dents, but the President overruled our
votes, siding with Secretary DeVos and
her billionaire donors.
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This issue hits home for me. I met a
woman named Artemisa, who attended
a corrupt college in my district. She
studied to be a nurse and graduated
with $40,000 in debt, but no one would
hire her. She is still paying off that
debt to this day.

And it is not just Artemisa. Thou-
sands of students at scam colleges
across the country have similar sto-
ries. And if Secretary DeVos’ new plan
isn’t stopped, these student borrowers
may never get the justice they deserve.

That is not what we do in this coun-
try.

If Secretary DeVos is concerned
about cost, she should talk to her bil-
lionaire friends in the corrupt college
industry. The criminals should not be
putting the financial burden on the vic-
tims of this fraud.

I encourage everyone to vote to over-
turn the President’s veto.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS), the chair of
the Committee on Financial Services.
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Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Chairman ScoTT for yielding to me on
this important issue.

I rise to override the President’s veto
of H.J. Res. 76, which undoes a Sec-
retary DeVos rule that would make it
nearly impossible for veterans and stu-
dent borrowers defrauded by their
schools to obtain financial relief.

Congress voted, on a bipartisan basis,
to reject Secretary DeVos’ borrower
defense rule, which only cancels 3 per-
cent of the student loans resulting
from school misconduct, keeping 97
percent of our veterans and student
borrowers drowning in debt they only
incurred due to fraud and from which
they may never recover.

If Secretary DeVos’ efforts to
prioritize profit over education are al-
lowed to stand, then the for-profit in-
dustry will continue to do what it al-
ways has: exploit veterans, student
borrowers, and those trying to better
their lives and support their families
by obtaining an education.

This is a fight with which I am deep-
ly familiar. This Congress, the House
Financial Services Committee held two
hearings examining the student loan
crisis and approved three bills that will
provide strong student borrower pro-
tections, including for those harmed by
for-profit colleges. And during this
COVID-19 crisis, I have fought to pro-
vide up to $10,000 of relief for private
student loan borrowers, and I continue
to fight to protect student loan bor-
rowers who should not have to deal
with debt collections, negative credit
reporting, late fees, and penalties while
dealing with this pandemic.

With over 200,000 pending borrower
defense applications for loan relief,
these students desperately need and de-
serve our help.

H2553

I urge my colleagues to support vet-
erans and student borrowers by over-
riding the President’s veto of H.J. Res.
76.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO), the
chair of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and
Human Services, Education, and Re-
lated Agencies.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I rise to
support this override.

Predatory for-profit colleges scam
students and taxpayers out of millions
of dollars. Predatory for-profit colleges
account for 9 percent of students in
postsecondary education but 33 percent
of defaults.

To help students, the Department of
Education under the Obama adminis-
tration created a streamlined resolu-
tion process under the borrower de-
fense to repayment provision of the
Higher Education Act. Now, Secretary
DeVos is breaking the process.

I will tell you what her goal is. It is
to aid the perpetrators, not to help the
victims. Under her new rule, borrowers
lose out. They lose out if they cannot
prove the school intentionally de-
frauded them, if they cannot file their
claim fast enough, or if they cannot
document their exact financial harm.

As a result, as little as 3 percent of
eligible debt will be forgiven now.
What little relief there is now will like-
ly be shouldered by taxpayers, not the
schools committing the fraud.

Stopping the Secretary as we are
pushing to do has wide support: 20
State attorneys general and nearly 60
advocacy groups for students, civil
rights, and education. The American
Legion has said: ‘‘Deception against
our veterans and servicemembers has
been a lucrative scam for unscrupulous
actors.”

So I say to my Republican colleagues
who want to support the military: Sup-
port this override.

And to those of us who want to fight
for racial and economic justice: Sup-
port this override.

In 2018, we wrote to the Secretary,
alarmed about how this rule could hurt
students of color: ‘“‘Ninety-five percent
of Black students attending a for-profit
college took out student loans, and a
staggering 75 percent of Black students
who did not complete their programs
defaulted.”

We must act now for veterans, for
students of color, for borrowers across
this country. In Connecticut, 1,100 de-
frauded students are waiting to be
made whole. They need this override,
not that cruel policy. Vote to override.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
before I yield to the gentleman from
Rhode Island, I would like to remind
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our colleagues that just yesterday a
Federal court ruled that the Depart-
ment of Education must provide full
relief for 7,200 defrauded Massachusetts
student borrowers who attended Corin-
thian Colleges. Unfortunately, there
are still borrowers around the country
still waiting for relief.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
CICILLINE), a member of the House Ju-
diciary Committee.

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I rise in
strong support of the resolution to
override the President’s veto.

In 2016, the Obama administration
issued the borrower defense rule in
order to provide relief to student bor-
rowers defrauded by predatory for-prof-
it institutions, which promised an edu-
cation and credentials to pursue a ca-
reer only to find these credentials did
not have the value they were promised.

In the aftermath of the collapse of in-
stitutions like Corinthian Colleges and
ITT Technical Institute, the Obama ad-
ministration sought to provide relief to
those students left out in the cold.

The borrower defense rule provided a
path to relief to those students who
sought to receive an education but
were instead left with nothing but debt
and few paths forward.

Sadly and predictably, the Trump ad-
ministration ended these protections
and implemented a rule making it
harder to obtain relief, siding with
predatory for-profit institutions rather
than the victims—the students and
veterans—of these wrongdoers.

According to the Institute for College
Access and Success, the number of stu-
dents eligible to seek debt relief or
loan forgiveness will drop from 53 per-
cent of borrowers under the Obama-era
rule to just 3 percent under the Trump
rule.

In response, Congress, in a bipartisan
way, came together to reject the ad-
ministration’s rule change, rejecting
efforts to leave defrauded students out
in the cold. The President vetoed this
relief. Now, Congress must once again
stand on the side of those who sought
to obtain a higher education and pro-
vide a better life for their lives and
family.

I urge adoption of the override reso-
lution.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PORTER), a mem-
ber of the Financial Services and Over-
sight and Reform Committees.

Ms. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Under the Higher Education Act, stu-
dents who are defrauded by private
predatory colleges are entitled to relief
on their loans. The prior administra-
tion created a streamlined process to
help defrauded borrowers access relief
and move forward with their lives.

Secretary DeVos tried to strip those
protections away, but we fought back.
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Some of my Republican colleagues in
the House and Senate voted with us to
overturn Secretary Betsy DeVos’ new
rule. We came together to defend stu-
dents and to stand up against fraud,
waste, and abuse.

But President Trump vetoed this im-
portant resolution. Instead of standing
with students and taxpayers, President
Trump stood with corrupt private col-
leges and Secretary DeVos.

Today, I ask my Republican friends:
Do you want to stand with our coun-
try’s students, with the future of our
workforce and our communities, or do
you want to betray them to please the
President? I think the choice is clear,
and I hope you do, too.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
could you advise how much time is re-
maining on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia has 9 minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from North
Carolina has 7 minutes remaining.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Iowa (Ms. FINKENAUER).

Ms. FINKENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise in support of this resolution in
overriding the President’s veto.

I want to talk about two Iowans who
tried taking a step forward but were
knocked two steps back by a for-profit
school looking for an easy buck and
taking advantage of the hopes and
dreams of my constituents.

Julie, a mother from Iowa, was look-
ing to boost her career, and Jeff, an
Army reservist and construction man-
ager, was trying to continue his edu-
cation.

They bought into ITT Technical In-
stitute’s promises, worked hard for new
career opportunities, and took out
loans to do it. Both had their lives
turned upside down when ITT Tech-
nical Institute suddenly closed.

A 2016 Federal rule forgave loans for
folks like Julie and Jeff, who were ob-
viously taken advantage of.

Unfortunately, this administration
decided to roll back the commonsense
rule, weakening protections for bor-
rowers.

In our State, there are more than
1,000 borrowers who were taken advan-
tage of and who are still waiting for
their cases to be resolved.

We must stand with them and over-
ride the President’s veto of this resolu-
tion.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. TLAIB), a member
of the Financial Services Committee
and Oversight and Reform Committee.

Ms. TLAIB. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

In January of this year, I stood here
to speak against this administration’s
continued attack on our students. Five
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months later, Secretary DeVos, with
the support of this administration,
continues to work on behalf of preda-
tory for-profit institutions rather than
the students they lied to that they
scammed.

Instead of ensuring that students
who were cheated out of their future by
this these fraudulent institutions re-
ceive debt relief, Secretary DeVos is
fighting to ensure that these institu-
tions are never held accountable.

Both Democratic and Republican
Members alike agreed that if you were
defrauded by one of these colleges, then
your Federal student loan should be
forgiven. We must stop this adminis-
tration’s relentless efforts to protect
the pockets of predatory corporations
at the expense of our students. I am
proud to support this veto override.

Ms. FOXX of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, contrary to the Demo-
crats’ claims that we have heard today,
the Trump administration and Repub-
licans in the House are committed to
providing relief to students who have
been truly harmed by fraudulent prac-
tices.

The Obama administration’s bor-
rower defense rule, though, was ex-
tremely difficult to administer. It left
students and institutions confused, en-
couraged massive and unnecessary loan
forgiveness, and created a hefty bill for
taxpayers. Anyone who believes it was
a streamlined process, I will show you
some swampland in New Mexico.

President Trump acted quickly to
protect borrowers and taxpayers bet-
ter. The 2019 borrower defense rule
clarified standards and made a process
more accessible.

If Democrats overturn the Presi-
dent’s veto, we will be left with the
convoluted Obama rule. Under the
rules associated with today’s legisla-
tion, there can be no revisions made
even to improve or clarify the Obama
rule.

We want all schools to serve students
well. In particular, we want veterans
and their education benefits protected.
In this administration, they will be.

Mr. Speaker, I have worked hard all
my life to help people get a good edu-
cation and have a better life. I would
not be supporting the overturn of this
rule if that was not the direction in
which we were going. The Education
Department’s borrower defense rule
protects all student borrowers, includ-
ing veterans; holds higher education
institutions accountable; and saves
taxpayers $11 billion.

Unfortunately, Democrats will stop
at nothing to tear down meaningful re-
forms ushered in under President
Trump’s leadership, even if it comes at
the expense of our Nation’s students.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot
about $11 billion. Let me tell you ex-
actly what that is. That is $11 billion
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that students who have been defrauded
will now have to pay if this resolution
fails.

According to the fraud formula from
the Department of Education, even
those who can prove fraud can expect
relief, on average, to go from about 50
percent of their debt down to 3 percent
of their debt. Many, because of that
formula, will get absolutely nothing.
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Mr. Speaker, now is the time that we
have a choice. We can give relief to
students, especially veterans who have
been defrauded by predatory colleges,
or make them pay student loans even
though they received a worthless edu-
cational experience.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
side with the students and vote ‘‘yes”
on this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is, Will the House, on recon-
sideration, pass the joint resolution,
the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding.

Under the Constitution, the yeas and
nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 238, nays
173, not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 120]

YEAS—238
Adams Cunningham Horn, Kendra S.
Aguilar Davids (KS) Horsford
Allred Davis (CA) Houlahan
Axne Davis, Danny K. Hoyer
Barragan Davis, Rodney Huffman
Bass Dean Jackson Lee
Beatty DeFazio Jayapal
Bera DeGette Jeffries
Beyer DeLauro Johnson (GA)
Bishop (GA) DelBene Johnson (TX)
Blumenauer Delgado Kaptur
Blunt Rochester  Demings Katko
Bonamici DeSaulnier Keating
Boyle, Brendan Deutch Kelly (IL)

F. Dingell Kennedy
Brindisi Doggett Khanna
Brown (MD) Doyle, Michael Kildee
Brownley (CA) F. Kilmer
Bustos Engel Kim
Butterfield Escobar Kind
Carbajal Eshoo Kirkpatrick
Cardenas Espaillat Krishnamoorthi
Carson (IN) Evans Kuster (NH)
Cartwright Finkenauer Lamb
Case Fitzpatrick Langevin
Casten (IL) Fletcher Larsen (WA)
Castor (FL) Foster Larson (CT)
Castro (TX) Frankel Lawrence
Chu, Judy Fudge Lawson (FL)
Cicilline Gabbard Lee (CA)
Cisneros Gallego Lee (NV)
Clark (MA) Garamendi Levin (CA)
Clarke (NY) Garcia (IL) Levin (MI)
Clay Garcia (TX) Lewis
Cleaver Golden Lieu, Ted
Clyburn Gomez Lipinski
Cohen Gonzalez (TX) Loebsack
Connolly Gottheimer Lofgren
Cooper Green, Al (TX) Lowenthal
Correa Grijalva Lowey
Costa Haaland Lujan
Courtney Harder (CA) Luria
Cox (CA) Hastings Lynch
Craig Hayes Malinowski
Crist Heck Maloney,
Crow Higgins (NY) Carolyn B.
Cuellar Himes Maloney, Sean

Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Mfume
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan

Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (NC)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davidson (OH)
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dunn

Estes
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Garcia (CA)
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)

Abraham
Babin
Barr

Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Soto

NAYS—173

Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan

Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Keller

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marshall
Massie

Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Murphy (NC)
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes
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Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Van Drew
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
Wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth
Young

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence

Perry

Posey

Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (KY)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

Roy
Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smucker
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil

Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiffany
Timmons
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Williams
Wilson (S0)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright

Yoho

Zeldin

NOT VOTING—19

Bishop (UT)
Brooks (IN)
Carter (TX)

Curtis
Duncan
Emmer
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Gallagher Rogers (AL) Walorski
King (IA) Rooney (FL) Westerman
Marchant Sensenbrenner
Mullin Spano
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Mr. WRIGHT changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Mrs. LEE of Nevada, Mr. CLEAVER,
Ms. LEE of California, and Mr. YOUNG
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
uYea"”

So (two-thirds not being in the af-
firmative) the veto of the President
was sustained and the joint resolution
was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have “nay” on rollcall No. 120.

MEMBERS RECORDED PURSUANT TO HOUSE

RESOLUTION 965, 116TH CONGRESS

Axne (Raskin) Kirkpatrick Payne

Cardenas (Gallego) (Wasserman
(Gomez) Langevin Schultz)

DeSaulnier (Lynch) Pingree (Kuster
(Matsui) Lawson (FL) (NH))

Deutch (Rice (Evans) Sanchez (Roybal-
(NY)) Lewis (Kildee) Allard)

Lieu, Ted (Beyer)
Lipinski (Cooper)
Lofgren (Boyle,

Engel (Titus)
Frankel (Kuster

Serrano (Meng)
Speier (Scanlon)

(NH)) Watson Coleman
Garamendi L OB; :Irllgf :1 F) (Pallone)

(Boyle, (Beyer) Welch

Brendan F.) Lowey (Meng) chGovern)
Johnson (TX) Moore (Beyer) Wilson (FL)

(Jeffries) Napolitano (Hayes)
Khanna (Gomez) (Correa)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The veto
message and the joint resolution are
referred to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

The Clerk will notify the Senate of
the action of the House.

——————

WASHINGTON, D.C. ADMISSION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HIMES). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the unfinished business is the vote
on the motion to recommit on the bill
(H.R. 51) to provide for the admission
of the State of Washington, D.C. into
the Union, offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLER), on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-
tion.

The Clerk redesignated the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 182, nays
227, not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 121]

YEAS—182
Aderholt Brindisi Collins (GA)
Allen Brooks (AL) Comer
Amodei Buck Conaway
Armstrong Bucshon Cook
Arrington Budd Craig
Bacon Burchett Crawford
Baird Burgess Crenshaw
Balderson Byrne Cunningham
Banks Calvert Dayvis, Rodney
Bergman Carter (GA) DesJarlais
Biggs Chabot Diaz-Balart
Bilirakis Cheney Dunn
Bishop (NC) Cline Estes
Bost Cloud Ferguson
Brady Cole Fitzpatrick
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Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz

Garcia (CA)
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Golden
Gonzalez (OH)
Gooden
Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Horn, Kendra S.
Hudson
Huizenga
Hurd (TX)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson (SD)
Jordan

Joyce (OH)
Joyce (PA)
Katko

Keller

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Amash
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Davids (KS)
Davidson (OH)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny K.
Dean

King (NY)
Kinzinger
Kustoff (TN)
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamb
Lamborn
Latta

Lesko

Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Marshall
Mast
McAdams
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McKinley
Meuser
Miller
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Murphy (NC)
Newhouse
Norman
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pence

Perry
Peterson
Posey

Reed
Reschenthaler
Rice (SC)
Riggleman
Roby
Rodgers (WA)
Roe, David P.
Rogers (KY)
Rose, John W.
Rouzer

NAYS—227

DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Horsford
Houlahan
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
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Rutherford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Stauber
Stefanik
Steil
Steube
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiffany
Timmons
Tipton
Torres Small
(NM)
Turner
Upton
Van Drew
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Waltz
Watkins
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wright
Yoho
Young
Zeldin

Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Mfume
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse

Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne
Perlmutter
Peters
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda

Roy
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz

Abraham
Babin

Barr

Bishop (UT)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Carter (TX)

Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens

Curtis
Duncan
Emmer
Gallagher
Griffith
King (IA)
Marchant
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Suozzi

Swalwell (CA)

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tlaib

Tonko

Torres (CA)

Trahan

Trone

Underwood

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wexton

Wild

Wilson (FL)

Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—21

McHenry
Mullin

Rogers (AL)
Rooney (FL)
Sensenbrenner
Spano
Walorski

Mr. SCHNEIDER, Ms. OCASIO-COR-

TEZ, Mr.

YARMUTH,

and Ms.

MUCARSEL-POWELL changed their

vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay’’.

Mr. GONZALEZ of Ohio changed his

vote from ‘‘nay’ to ‘‘yea’.

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MEMBERS RECORDED PURSUANT TO HOUSE
RESOLUTION 965, 116TH CONGRESS

Axne (Raskin)
Cardenas
(Gomez)
DeSaulnier
(Matsui)
Deutch (Rice
(NY))
Engel (Titus)
Frankel (Kuster
(NH))
Garamendi
(Boyle,
Brendan F.)
Johnson (TX)
(Jeffries)
Khanna (Gomez)

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Kirkpatrick
(Gallego)
Langevin
(Lynch)
Lawson (FL)
(Evans)
Lewis (Kildee)
Lieu, Ted (Beyer)
Lipinski (Cooper)
Lofgren (Boyle,
Brendan F.)
Lowenthal
(Beyer)
Lowey (Meng)
Moore (Beyer)
Napolitano
(Correa)

Payne
(Wasserman
Schultz)

Pingree (Kuster
(NH))

Sanchez (Roybal-
Allard)

Serrano (Meng)

Speier (Scanlon)

Watson Coleman
(Pallone)

Welch
(McGovern)

Wilson (FL)
(Hayes)

The

question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 3 of House Resolution
965, the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays
180, not voting 19, as follows:

Adams
Aguilar
Allred
Axne
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera

[Roll No. 122]
YEAS—232

Beyer

Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer

Blunt Rochester

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brindisi

Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright

Case
Casten (IL)
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Cisneros
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Cox (CA)
Craig
Crist
Crow
Cuellar
Cunningham
Davids (KS)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny K.
Dean
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Delgado
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Engel
Escobar
Eshoo
Espaillat
Evans
Finkenauer
Fletcher
Foster
Frankel
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia (IL)
Garcia (TX)
Golden
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al (TX)
Grijalva
Haaland
Harder (CA)
Hastings
Hayes

Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes

Horn, Kendra S.
Horsford
Houlahan

Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Armstrong
Arrington
Bacon
Baird
Balderson
Banks
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (NC)
Bost

Brady
Brooks (AL)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burchett
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
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Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (TX)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kildee
Kilmer
Kim
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Lamb
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee (CA)
Lee (NV)
Levin (CA)
Levin (MI)
Lewis
Lieu, Ted
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan
Luria
Lynch
Malinowski
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McAdams
McBath
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Mfume
Moore
Morelle
Moulton
Mucarsel-Powell
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Neguse
Norcross
O’Halleran
Ocasio-Cortez
Omar
Pallone
Panetta
Pappas
Pascrell
Payne

NAYS—180

Chabot
Cheney
Cline

Cloud

Cole

Collins (GA)
Comer
Conaway
Cook
Crawford
Crenshaw
Davidson (OH)
Davis, Rodney
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dunn

Estes
Ferguson
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx (NC)
Fulcher
Gaetz
Garcia (CA)

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Phillips
Pingree
Pocan
Porter
Pressley
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rose (NY)
Rouda
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Scanlon
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schrier
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shalala
Sherman
Sherrill
Sires
Slotkin
Smith (WA)
Soto
Spanberger
Speier
Stanton
Stevens
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tlaib
Tonko
Torres (CA)
Torres Small
(NM)
Trahan
Trone
Underwood
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wexton
wild
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gongzalez (OH)
Gooden

Gosar
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green (TN)
Griffith
Grothman
Guest
Guthrie
Hagedorn
Harris
Hartzler
Hern, Kevin
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Higgins (LA)
Hill (AR)
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
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Huizenga Moolenaar Stauber
Hurd (TX) Mooney (WV) Stefanik
Johnson (LA) Murphy (NC) Steil
Johnson (OH) Newhouse Steube
Johnson (SD) Norman Stewart
Jordan Nunes Stivers
Joyce (OH) Olson Taylor
Joyce (PA) Palazzo Thompson (PA)
Katko Palmer Thornberry
Keller Pence Tiffany
Kelly (MS) Perry Timmons
Kelly (PA) Peterson Tipton
King (NY) Posey Turner
Kinzinger Reed Upton
Kustoff (TN) Reschenthaler Van Drew
LaHood Rice (SC) Wagner
LaMalfa Riggleman Walberg
Lamborn Roby Walden
Latta Rodgers (WA) Walker
Lesko Roe, David P. Waltz
Long Rogers (KY) Watkins
Loudermilk Rose, John W. Weber (TX)
Lucas Rouzer Webster (FL)
Marshall Roy Wenstrup
Massie Rutherford Westerman
Mast Scalise Williams
McCarthy Schweikert Wilson (SC)
McCaul Scott, Austin Wittman
McClintock Shimkus Womack
McHenry Simpson Woodall
McKinley Smith (MO) Wright
Meuser Smith (NE) Yoho
Miller Smith (NJ) Young
Mitchell Smucker Zeldin

NOT VOTING—19
Abraham Duncan Rogers (AL)
Babin Emmer Rooney (FL)
Barr Gallagher Sensenbrenner
Bishop (UT) King (IA) Spano
Brooks (IN) Luetkemeyer Walorski
Carter (TX) Marchant
Curtis Mullin
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So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. BABIN. Mr. Speaker, had | been
present, | would have voted: “no” on rolicall
No. 120 (Veto message to accompany H.J.
Res. 76—Borrower Defense CRA); “yes” on
rolicall No. 121 (MTR on H.R. 51—Wash-
ington DC Admission Act); and “no” on rollcall
No. 122 (Final Passage of H.R. 51—Wash-
ington DC Admission Act).
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, on June 26th, |
was unable to be present in the House Cham-
ber to cast my vote on two pieces of legisla-
tion. If present, | would have voted “nay” on
passage of H.J. Res. 76 (RC 120), “yea” on
the Motion to Recommit (RC 121), and “nay”
on passage of H.R. 51 (RC 122).
PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. KING of lowa. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
able to vote on June 26, 2020, due to not
being in D.C. Had | been present, | would
have voted as follows: “no” on rollcall No.
120; “yes” on rollcall No. 121; and “no” on
rollcall 122.
MEMBERS RECORDED PURSUANT TO HOUSE
RESOLUTION 965, 116TH CONGRESS

Axne (Raskin) Johnson (TX) Lofgren (Boyle,
Cardenas (Jeffries) Brendan F.)
(Gomez) Khanna (Gomez) Lowenthal
DeSaulnier Kirkpatrick (Beyer)
(Matsui) (Gallego) Lowey (Meng)
Deutch (Rice Langevin Moore (Beyer)
(NY)) (Lynch) Napolitano
Engel (Titus) Lawson (FL) (Correa)
Frankel (Kuster (Evans) Payne
(NH)) . " (Wasserman
Garamendi L?WIS (Kildee) Schultz)
(Boyle, Lieu, Ted (Beyer) pjpopeq (Kuster
Brendan F.) Lipinski (Cooper) (NH))
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Sanchez (Roybal- Watson Coleman Wilson (FL)
Allard) (Pallone) (Hayes)
Serrano (Meng) Welch
Speier (Scanlon) (McGovern)
——

ESTABLISHING JOINT CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEE ON INAU-
GURAL CEREMONIES

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the concur-
rent resolution (S. Con. Res. 38) to es-
tablish the Joint Congressional Com-
mittee on Inaugural Ceremonies for the
inauguration of the President-elect and
Vice President-elect of the TUnited
States on January 20, 2021, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
DINGELL). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

S. CON. RES. 38

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),

SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT COM-
MITTEE.

There is established a Joint Congressional
Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies (in this
resolution referred to as the ‘‘joint com-
mittee’’) consisting of 3 Senators and 3 Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, to be
appointed by the President of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
respectively. The joint committee is author-
ized to make the necessary arrangements for
the inauguration of the President-elect and
Vice President-elect of the United States on
January 20, 2021.

SEC. 2. SUPPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE.

The joint committee—

(1) is authorized to utilize appropriate
equipment and the services of appropriate
personnel of departments and agencies of the
Federal Government, under arrangements
between the joint committee and the heads
of those departments and agencies, in con-
nection with the inaugural proceedings and
ceremonies; and

(2) may accept gifts and donations of goods
and services to carry out its responsibilities.

The concurrent resolution was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
[ 1459

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mrs. DINGELL) at 2 o’clock
and 59 minutes p.m.
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. FERGUSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam Speaker, I
rise for the purpose of inquiring of the
majority leader the schedule for the
week to come. I yield to my friend
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the major-
ity leader.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
from Georgia for yielding.

Madam Speaker, on Monday, the
House will meet at 9 a.m. for morning-
hour debate. I would repeat that be-
cause it is unusual. On Monday, we are
meeting at 9 a.m. for morning-hour de-
bate and 10 a.m. for legislative busi-
ness, with votes expected to occur as
early as 2:30 p.m.

On Tuesday and Wednesday, the
House will meet at 9 a.m. for morning-
hour debate and 10 a.m. for legislative
business.

On Thursday, the House will meet at
9 a.m. for legislative business.

The House will consider H.R. 1425, the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care
Enhancement Act. This bill will sig-
nificantly increase the ACA’s afford-
ability and subsidies, lower prescrip-
tion drug prices, expand coverage, and
crack down on junk plans, while
strengthening protections for people
with preexisting conditions and ad-
dressing racial health disparities.

The House will also consider, Madam
Speaker, H.R. 7301, which is the Emer-
gency Housing Protection and Relief
Act of 2020. This bill would authorize
nearly $200 billion for the dire housing
needs arising due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic.

H.R. 7301, which was included in the
HEROES Act, would help renters and
homeowners by extending the eviction
and foreclosure moratoria and pro-
viding $100 billion for emergency rental
assistance; $75 billion for homeowners
assistance to cover mortgages, prop-
erty taxes, and utilities; and more than
$11 billion for homeless assistance pro-
grams.

I would again reiterate that that bill
passed as a part of the HEROES Act,
which is now pending in the Senate.

Lastly, the House will consider H.R.
2, the Moving Forward Act. This bill
would invest more than $1.5 trillion in
modern, sustainable infrastructure,
while creating millions of good-paying
jobs; combating the climate crisis; and
addressing disparities in urban, subur-
ban, and rural communities.

The bill includes a 5-year reauthor-
ization of the surface transportation
program, invests in schools with the
Reopen and Rebuild America’s Schools
Act, invests over $100 billion in our Na-
tion’s affordable housing infrastruc-
ture, delivers affordable high-speed
broadband internet access to all parts
of the country, and promotes new clean
renewable energy infrastructure.

We expect, at that point in time, to
be out on Thursday for the July Fourth
break. I would tell the House that the
2 weeks that will follow the July
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Fourth weekend will be reserved, as
were the first weeks in June, for com-
mittees to do their work, in particular,
the National Defense Authorization
Act being considered by the House
Armed Services Committee.

That bill is, obviously, very lengthy.
It composes a little more than half of
the discretionary spending, and we ex-
pect the committee to need substantial
time to mark up that bill.

In addition, the Appropriations Com-
mittee will be marking up its 12 bills
for consideration by the House.

Then, the last 2 weeks, we will be
taking the products that will not be
limited to the NDAA and the appro-
priations bills, but we will be primarily
taking up the time with other legisla-
tion that will be promoted and sent to
the floor for consideration by the com-
mittees.

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam Speaker, 1
very much appreciate that update.

Question: Does the gentleman expect
to consider amendments to H.R. 2, the
transportation bill, on the floor next
week?

I yield to the gentleman from Mary-
land.

Mr. HOYER. Yes. I talked to Mr.
McCCARTHY yesterday. Obviously, be-
cause of the timeframe that the
COVID-19 health strictures have im-
posed upon us, it takes a long time to
vote on amendments. So, rather than
consider amendments individually, the
leader and I talked about having
amendments either in manager’s
amendments or in amendments that
have a lot of individual amendments
within them. And they will be consid-
ered en gros so that there may well be
a lot of amendments, but we hope to
hold the votes down to a manageable
level.

As the gentleman knows, votes have
been taking about an hour. If we took
every amendment seriatim, frankly, we
wouldn’t finish until September. So, we
are trying to manage that, and we are
working with the minority leader.

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam Speaker, 1
am happy to hear that. But it seems
kind of odd that this week, when we
were considering the police reform bill,
there were no amendment consider-
ations.

I believe the majority leader, Madam
Speaker, said on the floor that we have
constraints on amendments because of
the coronavirus. So I ask, if there were
amendment constraints this week, do
those same constraints exist next
week?

Mr. HOYER. No, it turns out that we
considered the bill in the House the
same way the majority leader in the
Senate wanted to consider the Scott
bill, or the Republican policing bill. So,
both Houses wanted to consider them,
apparently, in the same way.

Mr. FERGUSON. Well, I certainly ap-
preciate that, but I was a little dis-
appointed this week, in the fact that I
thought we had a chance to make the
police reform bill better. It was a gen-
uine effort on both sides of the aisle to
have this discussion.
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But once again, the Republican voice
was left out. There were some really
good amendments and ideas from my
side that simply did not gain consider-
ation on the floor, and they should
have.

One such example was the Cline
amendment that really would have dis-
couraged collective bargaining agree-
ments with organizations that really
kind of had poor officer disciplinary
tactics, something that could have fun-
damentally changed how departments
operate in big cities.

But anyway, it is a disappointment. I
hate that we did not get to do that.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HOYER. We are hopeful that the
Senate will pass a bill. I know that my
friend will say, Well, yes, but it is the
Democrats that stopped the bill.

Let me tell the gentleman, I genu-
inely hope that we have a bill passed
by the Senate, that we go to con-
ference, and that we adopt a bill that
can garner the support of the majority
of the House and the Senate and can be
signed by the President of the United
States.

As I said on the floor when we consid-
ered the bill, KAREN BASS, the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, and those of us
who strongly supported the bill, we
don’t want to send a message. We want
to make a difference. To the extent
that making a difference requires us to
have agreement between the two par-
ties, I am hopeful we will get to that
objective.

Mr. FERGUSON. Reclaiming my
time, those words are fine now. But
when we talk about having agreement
and talk about having those discus-
sions, Madam Speaker, clearly, the
committee and this body should be
considering it as an entire body. The
opportunity for us to consider those
amendments here on the floor of the
House is really important.

But we understand that the minority
in the Senate blocked debate and con-
tinuation of Mr. Scott’s bill, Senator
ScoTT’s bill, which was, quite candidly,
an excellent piece of legislation. If any-
one has not seen his remarks on the
Senate floor and his speech, I would
highly encourage you to do it.

That was a disappointment. But
then, to hear the majority leader say
that we are going to eliminate debate
in this House simply to do it in con-
ference, I think we deserve a better op-
portunity than that.

But I understand. You are in the ma-
jority, and that is the way that you all
have chosen to do that. But, hopefully,
we can get to that point where we can
have those honest debates right here
on the House floor.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. For just a minute.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman will
surely note that when his party was in
power and was scheduling bills, you
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had the most closed rules of any Con-
gress in the history of the Congress.

Mr. FERGUSON. It seems to me that
I voted on a lot more amendments last
year than I have this year. We probably
did have more closed bills, but we
seemed to have a lot more legislative
activity. It seemed to be a lot more
productive.

But anyway, Madam Speaker, an-
other thing that is concerning to me is
that I am disappointed about what has
transpired in the House over the recent
weeks. For the first time in 230 years,
Members had to elect to come to D.C.
to represent their constituents, but
they no longer need to do that. Instead,
they can now turn their voting cards
over to another Member, including
Speaker PELOSI, or any other Member,
and have them vote in their place using
this new proxy vote scheme.

One thing that I am thankful for is
that the covered period for this laid
out by the Speaker comes to an end
July Fourth, and we look forward to
seeing all the Members come back to
do their jobs.

Since many States are fully re-
opened, and even here in D.C., phase 2
reopening is in its place, and you can
g0 to restaurants and gyms. As a mat-
ter of fact, we can even now go to the
House gym again. And most employees
are returning to work.

With that said, I would like to con-
firm with the gentleman that he does
not plan to extend the July Fourth
covered period and continue this ab-
surd proxy voting scheme.

Mr. HOYER. First of all, of course, I
reject emphatically the premise that
this is absurd. As the gentleman
knows, there were some 70, some weeks
ago, who cast a vote. There were 30
today. They cast their votes because
they were concerned about their health
or families’ health to whom they would
return.

I think the gentleman probably has
been reading, as well, and maybe lis-
tening to the extraordinary spike in
cases that have been identified and the
concern that hospital beds will be over-
run.

We will end this when the medical
community, not somebody who has no
medical knowledge and very little com-
mand of the facts, tells us it is time to
get together again. When he told peo-
ple to do that, they did get together, 10
of whom apparently work for the White
House who have gotten infected, and,
frankly, spikes in Florida, Texas, Ari-
zona, and, yes, even California and
some other States as well, including
Arkansas.

Now, I am not sure exactly what the
figures are in the gentleman’s State.
But, Madam Speaker, I believe that we
are going to continue to be concerned
about the health of the Members, the
health of the staff, the health of the
people who cover us on behalf of the
American people.

So, I can’t tell the gentleman wheth-
er it is going to end because I can’t tell
you when the pandemic is going to end.
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I can’t tell you when the spike in the
numbers of people who are getting sick
or people who are dying is going to end.

But I can tell you that we will be
very sensitive to the risks, and we will
act accordingly.

Mr. FERGUSON. Well, certainly, we
want to be safe and thoughtful about
what we do. But I think America—I
think we have done an excellent job of
what we set out to do, which was not to
stop the spread of this virus, but it was
to slow the spread of the virus.

Not a single one of us, not a single
person in America, wanted to see one
of our fellow Americans suffer because
there was no room for them in a
healthcare facility where they needed
it. And I think that we have done that.
I think America has shown that they
have had the discipline to say at home
and to bend the infection rate curve
down.

So, sure, there will be more Ameri-
cans that contract COVID. But thank
goodness that our healthcare system is
strong enough and intact that we have
the capacity to take care of the most
vulnerable.

Speaking of that, I think, as I have
watched a lot of the news, a lot of the
data, I am very, very, very concerned
about the most vulnerable in our Na-
tion. I think one of the most horrific
things that has happened seems to be
the blatant disregard for rules from
CDC and CMS by some Governors,
where they returned COVID-positive
patients to the nursing homes, where
they were able to infect the most vul-
nerable.

So, I would ask the majority leader,
do you think that there will be legisla-
tion considering how to protect our pa-
tients in nursing homes and also to
really hold those accountable that vio-
lated the rules and were reckless with
our fellow Americans’ lives?

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman from
Georgia yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HOYER. I hesitate to ask the
gentleman a question I don’t know the
answer to, so I won’t. But I don’t know
which Governors the gentleman is
talking about. But I will, certainly,
want to find that out from the gen-
tleman at some point in time.

Mr. FERGUSON. Reclaiming my
time for just a minute, sir, I would
refer you to the special committee led
by the gentleman from South Carolina,
Mr. CLYBURN. And I would refer you to
the data that is coming out of that
committee that clearly indicates where
those particular States are.

Mr. HOYER. Let me tell the gen-
tleman that we certainly intend to
continue, as I said, to try to protect
the American people. A lot of people
have died. Over 122,000 people have
died.

Mr. FERGUSON. And every one is a
tragic loss.
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Mr. HOYER. The President of the
United States said this virus was a
hoax.
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Because he said it was a hoax, people
thought they didn’t have to worry
about it. I tell my friend from Georgia,
a hoax. He is a gentlemen who refuses
to set the example of wearing a mask,
which the science and medical people
say we ought to do, a gentleman who
really shunted aside much of the
science and medical advice that he got.

So I tell the gentleman we hope that
the President is as concerned as my
friend has stated he is, and I know that
I am and I think all of our Members
are.

Mr. FERGUSON. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I am certainly glad
to hear that my colleague from Mary-
land is truly committed to making
sure that every single American stays
as safe as they possibly can. When
those incidents occurred where rules
were violated, regulations were dis-
regarded, there was, in fact, harm
caused to our fellow Americans.

I tell my friend I am glad to know he
is as committed to getting to the bot-
tom of that as well, because I believe
he is a man of honor and integrity. I
believe his commitment to lead it to
going to where the data and facts are,
I tell my friend I am awfully glad to
hear that.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I hope
the gentleman has as high an expecta-
tion for the President of the United
States as he has of others.

Mr. FERGUSON. Oh, Madam Speak-
er, not only is there an expectation,
there is gratitude for the work that the
President and the administration have
done to get information out, to expand
testing, to go out to make sure that
the resources were delivered to our col-
leagues in the great State of New York,
resources there to build extra hospital
beds that nursing home patients could
have gone to but, unfortunately, were
sent back to their nursing homes.

Yes, I am grateful not only for his
commitment to America, but I am
grateful for the fact that he has helped
lead this country and will continue to
lead this country back. So, yes, we
should all expect a lot of ourselves. We
should be committed to the greatness
of this country, as I know that we all
are.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

———

PROTECTING YOUR CREDIT SCORE
ACT OF 2019

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 1017, I call
up the bill (H.R. 5332) to amend the
Fair Credit Reporting Act to ensure
that consumer reporting agencies are
providing fair and accurate informa-
tion reporting in consumer reports, and
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1017, the
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amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute recommended by the Com-

mittee on Financial Services, printed
in the bill, modified by the amendment

printed in part C of House Report 116—

436, is adopted, and the bill, as amend-

ed, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:
H.R. 5332
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in

Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“‘Protecting Your Credit Score Act of 2020°°.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Establishment of online consumer portal
landing page for consumer access
to certain credit information.

Sec. 3. Accuracy in consumer reports.

Sec. 4. Improved dispute process for consumer
reporting agencies.

Sec. 5. Injunctive relief.

Sec. 6. Increased transparency.

Sec. 7. Consumer reporting agency registry.

Sec. 8. Authority of Bureau with respect to con-
sumer reporting agencies.

Sec. 9. Bureau standards for protecting mnon-
public information.

Sec. 10. Report on data security risk assess-

ments in examinations of con-
sumer reporting agencies.

11. GAO study on the use of social security

numbers.

2. ESTABLISHMENT OF ONLINE CONSUMER
PORTAL LANDING PAGE FOR CON-
SUMER ACCESS TO CERTAIN CREDIT
INFORMATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 612(a)(1) of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681j(a)(1)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) ONLINE CONSUMER PORTAL LANDING
PAGE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this subparagraph,
each consumer reporting agency described in
section 603(p) shall jointly develop an online
consumer portal landing page that gives each
consumer unlimited free access to—

‘(1) the consumer report of the consumer;

‘“(11) the means by which the consumer may
exrercise the rights of the consumer under sub-
paragraph (E) and section 604(e);

“(I11) the ability to initiate a dispute with the
consumer reporting agency regarding the accu-
racy or completeness of any information in a re-
port in accordance with section 611(a) or
623(a)(8),

“(1IV) the ability to place and remove a Ssecu-
rity freeze on a consumer report for free under
section 605A(i) and (j);

“(V) if the consumer reporting agency offers a
product to consumers to prevent access to the
consumer report of the consumer for the purpose
of preventing identity theft, a disclosure to the
consumer regarding the differences between that
product and a security freeze as defined under
section 605A(i) or (5);

““(VI) information on who has accessed the
consumer report of the consumer over the last 24
months, and, as available, for what permissible
purpose the consumer report was furnished in
accordance with section 604 and section 609; and

‘“(VII) the credit score of the consumer in ac-
cordance with section 609(f)(7).

“‘(ii) NO WAIVER.—A consumer reporting agen-
cy described in section 603(p) may not require a
consumer to waive any legal or privacy rights to
access—

‘“(I) a portal established under this subpara-
graph; or

“(11) any of the services described in clause (i)
that are provided through a portal established
under this subparagraph.

Sec.

SEC.
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““(iii)) NO ADVERTISING OR SOLICITATIONS.—A
portal established under this subparagraph may
not contain any advertising, marketing offers,
or other solicitations.

‘“‘(iv) EXTENSION.—The Bureau may allow the
consumer reporting agencies an extension of 1
year to develop the online consumer portal land-
ing page required under clause (i).

‘““(v) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this
subparagraph may be construed as requiring a
consumer reporting agency to disclose confiden-
tial proprietary information through the online
consumer portal landing page.

“(E) OPT-OUT OPTION.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If a consumer reporting
agency sells consumer information in a manner
that is not included in a consumer report, the
consumer reporting agency shall provide each
consumer with a method (through a website, by
phone, or in writing) by which the consumer
may elect, free of charge, to not have the infor-
mation of the consumer so sold.

““(ii) NO EXPIRATION.—An election made by a
consumer under clause (i) shall expire on the
date on which the consumer expressly revokes
the election through a website, by phone, or in
writing.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
612(f)(1) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15
U.S.C. 1681j(f)(1)) is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (4), by adding “‘or that is
made through the online consumer portal land-
ing page established under  subsection
(a)(1)(D),” after ‘“‘subsections (a) through (d),”’.
SEC. 3. ACCURACY IN CONSUMER REPORTS.

Section 607(b) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act
(15 U.S.C. 1681e) is amended to read as follows:

““(b) ENSURING ACCURACY.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—In preparing a consumer
report, each consumer reporting agency shall
follow reasonable procedures to assure maximum
possible accuracy of the information concerning
the consumer to whom the report relates.

“(2) MATCHING INFORMATION IN A FILE.—In
assuring the maximum possible accuracy under
paragraph (1), each consumer reporting agency
described in section 603(p) shall ensure that,
when including information in the file of a con-
sumer, the consumer reporting agency—

““(A) matches all 9 digits of the social security
number of the consumer with the information
that the consumer reporting agency is including
in the file; or

‘““(B) if a consumer does not have a social se-
curity mumber, matches information that in-
cludes the full legal name, date of birth, current
address, and at least one former address of the
consumer.

‘““(3) PERIODIC AUDITS.—Each consumer re-
porting agency shall perform periodic audits, on
a schedule determined by the Bureau, on a rep-
resentative sample of consumer reports of the
agency to check for accuracy.’’.

SEC. 4. IMPROVED DISPUTE PROCESS FOR CON-
SUMER REPORTING AGENCIES.

(a) RESPONSIBILITIES OF FURNISHERS OF IN-
FORMATION TO CONSUMER REPORTING AGEN-
CIES.—Section 623 of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681s-2) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(8)—

(4) in subparagraph (E)(ii), by inserting ‘‘and
consider’’ after ‘“‘review’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (F)—

(i) in clause (i)(1I), by inserting *‘, and does
not include any new or additional information
that would be relevant to a reinvestigation’ be-
fore the period at the end; and

(ii) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

“(iv) NEW OR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—For
purposes of clause (i)(11), the term ‘new or addi-
tional information’—

“(1) means information of a type designated
by the Bureau; and

‘“(11) does not include information previously
provided to the person.’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting “‘and con-
sider’’ after ‘“‘review’’.
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(b) BUREAU CREDIT REPORTING
OMBUDSPERSON.—Section 611(a) of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 168li(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(8) BUREAU CREDIT REPORTING
OMBUDSPERSON.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this paragraph,
the Bureau shall establish the position of credit
reporting ombudsperson, whose specific duties
shall include carrying out the Bureau’s respon-
sibilities with respect to—

‘(i) resolving persistent errors that are not re-
solved in a timely manner by a consumer report-
ing agency; and

“(ii) enhancing oversight of consumer report-
ing agencies by—

“(I) advising the Director of the Bureau, in
consultation with the Office of Enforcement and
the Office of Supervision of the Bureau, on any
potential violations of paragraph (5) or any
other applicable law by a consumer reporting
agency, including appropriate corrective action
for such a violation; and

“(I1) making referrals to the Office of Super-
vision for supervisory action or the Office of En-
forcement for enforcement action, as appro-
priate, in response to violations of paragraph (5)
or any other applicable law by a consumer re-
porting agency.

““(B) REPORT.—The ombudsperson shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Financial Services of
the House of Representatives and the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the
Senate an annual report including statistics and
analysis on consumer complaints the Bureau re-
ceives relating to consumer reports, as well as a
summary of the supervisory actions and enforce-
ment actions taken with respect to consumer re-
porting agencies during the year covered by the
report.”’.

(¢) RESPONSIBILITIES OF CONSUMER REPORTING
AGENCIES.—Section 611 of the Fair Credit Re-
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681i) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end the
following:

‘(D) OBLIGATIONS OF CONSUMER REPORTING
AGENCIES RELATING TO REINVESTIGATIONS.—Com-
mensurate with the volume and complexity of
disputes about which a consumer reporting
agency receives notice, or reasonably anticipates
to receive notice, under this paragraph, each
consumer reporting agency shall—

“(1) maintain sufficient personnel to conduct
reinvestigations of those disputes; and

“‘(ii) provide training with respect to the per-
sonnel described in clause (i).”’;

(B) in paragraph (6)(B)—

(i) by amending clause (ii) to read as follows:

““(ii) a copy of the consumer’s file and a con-
sumer report that is based upon such file as re-
vised, including a description of the specific
modification or deletion of information, as a re-
sult of the reinvestigation;”’;

(ii) by striking clause (iii) and redesignating
clauses (iv) and (v) as clauses (vi) and (vii), re-
spectively;

(iii) by inserting after clause (ii) the following:

“‘(iii) a description of the actions taken by the
consumer reporting agency regarding the dis-
pute;

“(iv) if applicable, contact information for
any furnisher involved in responding to the dis-
pute and a description of the role played by the
furnisher in the reinvestigation process;

“(v) the options available to the consumer if
the consumer is dissatisfied with the result of
the reinvestigation, including—

“(I) submitting documents in support of the
dispute;

“(II) adding a consumer statement of dispute
to the file of the conmsumer pursuant to sub-
section (b);

“(I11) filing a dispute with the furnisher pur-
suant to section 623(a)(8); and

“(IV) submitting a complaint against the con-
sumer reporting agency or furnishers through
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the consumer complaint database of the Bureau
or the State attorney general for the State in
which the consumer resides;’’;

(C) by striking paragraph (7) and redesig-
nating paragraph (8) as paragraph (7); and

(D) in paragraph (7), as so redesignated, by
striking “‘paragraphs (2), (6), and (7)” and in-
serting “‘paragraphs (2) and (6)’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

““(h) NOTIFICATION OF DELETION OF INFORMA-
TION.—A consumer reporting agency described
in section 603(p) shall communicate with other
consumer reporting agencies described in section
603(p) to ensure that a dispute initiated with
one consumer reporting agency is noted in a file
maintained by such other consumer reporting
agencies.”’.

SEC. 5. INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 616 (15 U.S.C. 1681n)—

(A) in subsection (a), by amending the sub-
section heading to read as follows: ‘““DAMAGES’’;

(B) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) as
subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and

(C) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing:

““(c) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other
remedy under this section, a court may award
injunctive relief to require compliance with the
requirements imposed under this title with re-
spect to any consumer.

““(2) ATTORNEY’S FEES.—In the event of any
successful action for injunctive relief under this
subsection, a court may award to the prevailing
party reasonable attorney’s fees (as determined
by the court) incurred by the prevailing party
during the action.”’; and

(2) in section 617 (15 U.S.C. 16810)—

(4) in subsection (a), in the subsection head-
ing, by striking ‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’ and insert-
ing ‘““(a) DAMAGES.—"’;

(B) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c¢); and

(C) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

““(b) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other
remedy under this section, a court may award
injunctive relief to require compliance with the
requirements imposed under this title with re-
spect to any consumer.

““(2) ATTORNEY’S FEES.—In the event of any
successful action for injunctive relief under this
subsection, a court may award to the prevailing
party reasonable attorney’s fees (as determined
by the court) incurred by the prevailing party
during the action.”.

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Section 615(h)(8) of the
Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C.
1681m(h)(8)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A4), by striking ‘‘section’’
and inserting ‘‘subsection’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘This
section’’ and inserting ‘‘This subsection’.

SEC. 6. INCREASED TRANSPARENCY.

(a) DISCLOSURES TO CONSUMERS.—Section 609
of the Fair Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C.
16819) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(3)(B)—

(A4) in clause (i), by striking “‘and’’ at the end;
and

(B) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the
following:

““(ii) the address and telephone number of the
person; and

““(iti) the permissible purpose, as available, of
the person for obtaining the consumer report,
including the specific type of credit product that
is extended, reviewed, or collected, as described
in section 604(a)(3)(A4).”’;

(2) in subsection (f)—

(A) by amending paragraph (7)(A) to read as
follows:

““(A) supply the consumer with a credit score
through the portal established under section
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612(a)(1)(D) or upon request by the consumer, as
applicable, that—

““(i) is derived from a credit scoring model that
is widely distributed to users by that consumer
reporting agency for the purpose of any exten-
sion of credit or other transaction designated by
the consumer who is requesting the credit score;
or

““(i1) is widely distributed to lenders of com-
mon consumer loan products and predicts the
future credit behavior of the consumer; and’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (8), by inserting ‘‘, except
that a credit score shall be provided free of
charge to the consumer if requested in connec-
tion with a free annual consumer report de-
scribed in section 612(a) or through the online
consumer portal landing page established under
section 612(a)(1)(D)’’ before the period at the
end; and

(3) in subsection (9)(1)—

(4) in subparagraph (A)(ii)—

(i) in the clause heading, by striking ‘‘SUB-
PARAGRAPH (D)”’ and inserting ‘‘SUBPARAGRAPH
(C)”’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (D)’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’;

(B) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking ‘‘con-
sistent with subparagraph (C)’’;

(C) by striking subparagraph (C); and
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(D) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)
through (G) as subparagraphs (C) through (F),
respectively.

(b) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) ADVERSE INFORMATION NOTIFICATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) is amended—

(i) in section 612 (15 U.S.C. 1681j), by striking
subsection (b) and inserting the following:

““(b) FREE DISCLOSURE AFTER NOTICE OF AD-
VERSE ACTION OR OFFER OF CREDIT ON MATERI-
ALLY LESS FAVORABLE TERM.—Not later than 30
days after the date on which a consumer report-
ing agency receives a notification under sub-
section (a)(2) or (h)(6) of section 615, or from a
debt collection agency affiliated with the con-
sumer reporting agency, the consumer reporting
agency shall make to a consumer, without
charge to the consumer, all disclosures that are
made to a user of a consumer report in accord-
ance with the rules prescribed by the Bureau.’’;
and

(ii) in section 615(a) (15 U.S.C. 1681m(a))—

(I) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respectively;

(II) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

““(2) direct the consumer reporting agency that
provided the consumer report that was used in
the decision to take the adverse action to pro-
vide the consumer with the disclosures described
in section 612(b);”’; and

(I11) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated—

(aa) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(4), by striking “‘of the consumer’s right’’;

(bb) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert-
ing the following:

““(A) that the consumer shall receive a copy of
the consumer report with respect to the con-
sumer, free of charge, from the consumer report-
ing agency that furnished the consumer report;
and’’; and

(cc) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘of the
right of the consumer’ before ‘‘to dispute’’.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
604(b)(2)(B)(i) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act
(15 U.S.C. 1681b(b)(2)(B)(i)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 615(a)(3)”’ and inserting ‘‘section
615(a)(4)”.

(2) NOTIFICATION IN CASES OF LESS FAVORABLE
TERMS.—Section 615(h) of the Fair Credit Re-
porting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681m(h)) is amended—

(4) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(6)’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’;

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘paragraph
(6)’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)”’;

(C) in paragraph (5)(C), by striking ‘“‘may ob-
tain’’ and inserting ‘‘shall receive’’;
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(D) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (7), and
(8) as paragraphs (7), (8), and (9), respectively;
and

(E) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing:

‘“(6) REPORTS PROVIDED TO CONSUMERS.—A
person who uses a consumer report as described
in paragraph (1) shall notify and direct the con-
sumer reporting agency that provided the con-
sumer report to provide the consumer with the
disclosures described in section 612(b).”.

(3) NOTIFICATION OF SUBSEQUENT SUBMISSIONS
OF NEGATIVE INFORMATION.—Section
623(a)(7)(A)(ii) of the Fair Credit Reporting Act
(15 U.S.C. 1681s-2(a)(7)(A)(ii)) is amended by
striking ‘““with respect to”’ and all that follows
through the period at the end and inserting
“without providing additional notice to the con-
sumer, unless another person acquires the right
to repayment connected to the additional nega-
tive information. The acquiring person shall be
subject to the requirements of this paragraph
and shall be required to send consumers the
written motices described in this paragraph, if
applicable.”.

SEC. 7. CONSUMER REPORTING AGENCY REG-
ISTRY.

Section 621 of the Fair Credit Reporting Act
(15 U.S.C. 1681s) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

““(h) CONSUMER REPORTING AGENCY REG-
ISTRY.—

““(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF REGISTRY.—Not later
than 180 days after the date of enactment of this
subsection, the Bureau shall establish a publicly
available registry of consumer reporting agen-
cies that includes—

‘“(A) each consumer reporting agency that
compiles and maintains files on consumers on a
nationwide basis;

“(B) each nationwide specialty consumer re-
porting agency;

“(C) all other consumer reporting agencies
that are mot included under section 603(p) or
603(x); and

‘(D) links to any relevant websites of a con-
sumer reporting agency described under sub-
paragraphs (A) through (C).

““(2) REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT.—The Bu-
reau shall establish a deadline, which shall be
not later than 270 days after the date of the en-
actment of this subsection, by which each con-
sumer reporting agency described in paragraph
(1) shall be required to register in the registry
established under such paragraph.’.

SEC. 8. AUTHORITY OF BUREAU WITH RESPECT
TO CONSUMER REPORTING AGEN-
CIES.

Section 1024(a)(1) of the Dodd-Frank Wall
Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (12
U.S.C. 5514(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘or
the end;

(2) in subparagraph (E), by striking the period
at the end and inserting “‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following mew
subparagraph:

““(F) is a consumer reporting agency described
under section 603(p) of the Fair Credit Report-
ing Act.”’.

SEC. 9. BUREAU STANDARDS FOR PROTECTING
NONPUBLIC INFORMATION.

Title V of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (15
U.S.C. 6801 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 501, by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(c) CONSUMER REPORTING AGENCY SAFE-
GUARDS.—The Bureau of Consumer Financial
Protection shall establish, by rule, appropriate
standards for consumer reporting agencies de-
scribed under section 603(p) of the Fair Credit
Reporting Act relating to administrative, tech-
nical, and physical safeguards to protect records
and information as described in paragraphs (1)
through (3) of subsection (b).”’;

(2) in section 504(a)(1)(A), by striking *‘, ex-
cept that the Bureau of Consumer Financial
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Protection shall not have authority to prescribe
regulations with respect to the standards under
section 501°°; and

(3) in section 505(a)(8), by inserting ‘‘, other
than under subsection (c) of section 501°° after
“section 501”°.

SEC. 10. REPORT ON DATA SECURITY RISK AS-
SESSMENTS IN EXAMINATIONS OF
CONSUMER REPORTING AGENCIES.

Not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Director of the Bu-
reau of Consumer Financial Protection shall as-
sess whether examinations conducted by the Di-
rector of consumer reporting agencies described
under section 603(f) of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681a(f)) include sufficient proc-
esses to addresses any data security risks to the
consumers of such agencies on which such agen-
cies maintain and compile files. Along with the
first semiannual report required under section
1016(b) of the Consumer Financial Protection
Act of 2010 (12 U.S.C. 5496(b)) to be submitted
after the 90-day period after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Director shall submit to
Congress a report containing the results of such
assessment that includes—

(1) recommendations for improving the proc-
esses to addresses any such data security risks;
and

(2) the progress of the Director on making any
improvements described under paragraph (1).

SEC. 11. GAO STUDY ON THE USE OF SOCIAL SE-
CURITY NUMBERS.

(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of the
United States shall carry out a study on the fea-
sibility and means of consumer reporting agen-
cies replacing the use of social security numbers
as identifiers with another type of Federal iden-
tification.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than the end of the 2-
year period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General shall
issue a report to the Congress containing all
findings and determinations made in carrying
out the study required under subsection (a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill,
as amended, shall be debatable for 1
hour, equally divided among and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS) and the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 5332 and to insert extra-
neous material thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 5332, the Protecting Your Credit
Score Act of 2020.

I would like the thank Representa-
tive GOTTHEIMER, the bill’s sponsor, for
all of his hard work and leadership on
this important and bipartisan legisla-
tion. He worked extensively for most of
last year to seek the input and support
of our colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, making improvements along the
way.
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Our credit reporting system is badly
broken, and consumers have little re-
course. It should be no surprise that
consumer complaints regarding credit
reporting errors and failed attempts to
fix these errors are consistently a top
complaint submitted to the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau and the
Federal Trade Commission. This dem-
onstrates that millions of consumers
are frustrated with the current system
and need our help.

H.R. 5332 would direct the nationwide
consumer reporting agencies to create
a streamlined, single online portal for
consumers to have easy access to free
credit reports, credit scores, dispute er-
rors, and place security freezes.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition
to H.R. 5332.

I want to first thank the gentleman
from New Jersey for his work on this
bill. I am disappointed we were not
able to come to a bipartisan com-
promise. We worked for the better part
of a year to try to achieve a good prod-
uct that could broadly be supported.
This product does not represent that
work, sadly. Unfortunately, we didn’t
get there.

I believe that we are considering,
today, a bill that is just another at-
tempt for House Democrats to socialize
the credit reporting and scoring indus-
try. We are voting on a bill that will
decrease competition, increase fraud,
prop up the trial bar, and expand au-
thority of an already unaccountable
CFPB, Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau.

First, this bill directs the three na-
tionwide credit reporting agencies to
create a shared online portal. This por-
tal will allow unlimited and free con-
sumer access to credit information—
this is good—and credit freezes. This is
good and allows consumers to initiate
disputes.

That all sounds very good. In fact,
Republicans support a one-stop shop
for consumers to access important
credit information. But we are talking
about the three largest players in the
industry, and this bill codifies their
place—their oligopoly structure and
their favored view of the current mar-
ketplace—and enshrines them further
into law with this outsized authority.

This bill condones their market
structure by mandating that many of
their services be merged into a single
web portal. This doesn’t make things
better; it makes it worse.

If Congress really wants to protect
consumers, we should be working to
promote more competition in the cred-
it reporting and scoring industry. We
should be promoting new ways to
eliminate barriers to entry, not pro-
moting what really comes down to less
consumer choice.

Second, this bill requires the com-
plete Social Security numbers be used
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to confirm the consumer’s identity. So
here is the problem: The bill fails to set
appropriate standards to protect that
information. Specifically, the bill di-
rects the credit reporting agencies to
match all nine digits of a consumer’s
Social Security number before includ-
ing any information in consumer credit
reports.

That sounds well, fine, and good, but
we know hacks happen. As Federal em-
ployees, we have had our information
hacked and sold. Just look at the cred-
it reporting agencies. They have had
their information hacked and sold.
This is why we wanted to come to a bi-
partisan compromise.

There is something legitimate we
should be doing, but today, not all data
furnishers collect full Social Security
numbers for submission for consumer
credit information to the credit bu-
reaus. That means this bill has a re-
quirement now that they collect all the
Social Security information to confirm
the consumer’s identity. This will po-
tentially have two negative con-
sequences for consumers.

First, data that is not already linked
to that Social Security number will be
excluded from credit bureaus. That
means, under this bill, accurate infor-
mation will be removed for no other
reason than it is missing the Social Se-
curity number.

This will actually decrease the pre-
dictive power of credit files. That is a
negative for consumers. That, in turn,
will jeopardize the ability to get low-
cost credit for consumers, especially
for those who are on the margin where
much of their information is derived by
being a consumer and paying back reg-
ular consumer debt.

Second, data furnishers will start ag-
gressively capturing and storing Social
Security numbers for consumers just
so the data can be used in the credit
models. That means that our Social Se-
curity number will be in more places
and identity theft can then increase
with more opportunities to steal our
information. It means that consumers
will be further at peril for fraudulent
activities by bad and malicious actors.

So committee Republicans have con-
sistently expressed concern with the
private sector and government use of
Social Security numbers for identity
verification. I think we should all
agree on that. This bill will only exac-
erbate the problem by statutorily di-
recting an increase in reliance on this
very highly personal information.

Next, this bill creates an additional
opportunity for trial lawyers to exploit
the litigation system, ultimately rais-
ing the cost of credit for all consumers.

The bill expands the private right of
action under the Fair Credit Reporting
Act to allow for injunctive relief. It
further provides plaintiffs with com-
pensation for attorney fees, and more
litigation means increased costs asso-
ciated with credit reporting.

Additionally, this bill allows con-
sumers to continuously dispute infor-
mation even if the account is verified
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as accurate, promoting an endless
cycle of frivolous reinvestigations and
decreasing the effectiveness of credit
reporting.

Lastly, this bill continues the Demo-
crats’ goal of expanding the statutory
authority of the Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau, or the CFPB. The
bill creates duplicative ombudsmen in
the CFPB for credit reporting, some-
thing that they currently have, but the
person has more than just consumer
credit reporting responsibilities.

Since its creation, congressional Re-
publicans have fought to place this un-
accountable government agency under
the annual appropriations process and
have argued that the single-Director
structure is unconstitutional. That is
being litigated and will be decided by
the Supreme Court this summer.

While the current CFPB Director is
working to increase the accountability
and transparency at the agency, we
don’t know what the next Director will
do, if he or she will abuse his or her
power. We should fix the CFPB before
we expand their authorities.

O 15630

Madam Speaker, I also want to take
issue with a larger set of issues here.

The Democrats’ decision to report
out a closed rule means that you can’t
even have the ultimate goal of a bipar-
tisan bill that can then get action in
the Senate and then, potentially, get a
signature by the President.

This, too, is a sad sign of the state of
affairs in what seems to be a highly
broken legislative process that we are
in the midst of. It further dem-
onstrates my point that my colleagues,
in particular, on the other side of the
aisle have no interest in working with
Republicans to craft a bill that pro-
tects consumers’ personal information.

I submitted amendments to the Com-
mittee on Rules that provide for tar-
geted solutions:

Eliminating this reliance on Social
Security numbers;

Removing paid non-elective debt
from credit reports—which this bill
fails to do;

Allowing parents to electronically
freeze their minor’s credit report—
which this bill fails to do;

Requiring sources for public record
data in credit reports, which would
then expand credit files so that those
who are on the margins for credit-
worthiness would have enhanced credit
potentially;

Prohibit the inclusion of adverse in-
formation relating to predatory mort-
gage lending;

Financial abuse or fraud associated
with private student loans in credit re-
ports. This bill does not act;

And directing the GAO to study and
report to Congress on the use of non-
traditional data and credit scoring,
this is something that has bipartisan
support in our committee and has been
reported out in other measures, but not
in this one.

And so those are sensible measures
that could have been included if we had
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an open amendment process. But then,
again, we are wearing masks, we are
conducting business in this odd way,
where Members can vote for other
Members that are not here on the
House floor and we have to go through
this whole long process. So I under-
stand they have a need to rush, right,
but this is an ill-conceived bill that
will have a negative impact on every
American—every American—if this is
signed into law.

Madam Speaker, I think we need bet-
ter consideration and a better product
that could actually achieve a bipar-
tisan outcome.

Let’s vote ‘“‘no’ on this, and let’s get
on with the real work of the American
people.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield as much time as he may consume
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
GOTTHEIMER), author of this bill and a
member of the Committee on Financial
Services.

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Madam Speaker,
I thank the chairwoman for allowing
me to speak today on behalf of my bi-
partisan legislation, H.R. 5332, the Pro-
tecting Your Credit Score Act of 2020.

Madam Speaker, since I took office, I
have been committed to helping pro-
tect seniors and other vulnerable com-
munities from fraud and to protect
their financial well-being. Like many
of my colleagues, constituents in my
district are feeling the economic pain
caused by the ongoing pandemic.

Just this week, in fact, a constituent
of mine, Patricia from Wantage, New
Jersey, reached out to me to ask: What
can we do as policymakers to help pro-
tect people’s credit during this crisis?

Madam Speaker, I am proud that we
were able to provide Americans with
debt and credit relief as part of the bi-
partisan CARES Act, protecting home-
owners in forbearance and Federal stu-
dent loan borrowers. We were able to
continue to work to do so with the bi-
partisan HEROES Act, which has yet
to become law. It is in the Senate now
waiting action. And that act, including
suspending negative credit reporting
during the pandemic, giving Americans
time to recover economically before
there is a risk of being hit on their
credit reports. It is also time that we
look at the way hardworking Ameri-
cans are able to track and ensure accu-
racy in their credit reports so that
their scores are where they need to be
as we progress into our economic re-
covery.

Madam Speaker, I really want to
thank Chairwoman WATERS for her
impactful leadership and partnership
on this bipartisan bill and her incred-
ibly supportive and smart team. I also
thank Ranking Member MCHENRY for
spending so many months working
with me in such a constructive and co-
operative manner. My bill reflects a lot
of his wise input. I, too, am sorry we
weren’t able to find ultimate common
ground. I also want to thank my good
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friend and co-chair of the Problem
Solvers Caucus, ToM REED, for his
work cosponsoring this important leg-
islation.

Madam Speaker, after working on
this bill for a year, I was proud when
the bill was reported favorably out of
the Committee on Financial Services
on December 11, 2019.

I am also proud the House last night
passed the landmark George Floyd Jus-
tice in Policing Act. We must continue
to come together as a country to fight
for racial justice on all fronts, and to
combat inequalities that have plagued
this Nation for too long, which in-
cludes the ability to access credit.

Credit affects all communities, im-
pacting what Americans pay for a car,
whether they can get a mortgage for a
house, the rates on a credit card, and
how much they can receive for a small
business loan. The impact it has is es-
pecially strong on communities of
color. And experts have testified to the
Committee on Financial Services that
the credit reporting system is biased,
particularly against these commu-
nities.

Running this crucial part of our
economy are three companies in the
United States that literally hold the
keys to the kingdom. It is an oligopoly.
They decide Americans’ credit fate and
whether they should get access to cred-
it, and it is all done in a closed-off sys-
tem behind the drapes. And we don’t
know what goes on, how they develop
those scores.

I am very glad the ranking member
is interested in trying to get more
competition into that process. And I
am very eager—and I am sure the com-
mittee is, too—to work together on
that front.

I am also glad that there are areas
that he would like to go further on
overall when it comes to access to
credit. And I am also eager to sit down
as well.

Madam Speaker, the bottom line is
these three credit bureaus come up
with their own magic number: Your
credit score. Houdini, himself, could
not figure out how these credit scores
are calculated. They have their own se-
cret formula. It impacts every aspect
of your life, as I said, from your car
loan to your mortgage, and it is up to
you to track it and beg them to fix in-
accuracies when they arise, which is
far too often, and most often not your
fault.

The best way to discover whether
there are errors on your credit report
is to check your three reports from
these companies, and FCRA currently
only gives consumers the right to view
their report for free once every 12
months.

Otherwise, you have got to pay out of
your own pocket and chase down these
three credit bureaus—anywhere from
$9.95 a report to $15.95 a report. Experts
recommend that you check your report
before applying for any new line of
credit or making a large purchase or
renting or buying a home because a
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mistake can easily seriously affect
your credit. It could lead to more costs
and things like rising interest rates
that would affect your loans, and even
worse, you may be ineligible to qualify
for financing altogether.

The Federal Trade Commission has
previously found that one in 5 con-
sumers have verified errors in their re-
ports, not of their own making. And
one in 20 consumers have errors so seri-
ous that they would be denied credit or
need to pay more for it. That adds up
to 42 million Americans with errors in
their credit and 10 million with errors
that can be life-altering.

We also now live in a world where
data breaches are a constant threat.
Unfortunately, every year 15.4 million
Americans are victims of credit card
fraud—42,000 people every single day.

According to the Merchant Risk
Council, 80 percent of all credit cards
are compromised. And the Identity
Theft Resources Center has reported
that as of June 11, there have been 475
reported data breaches already this
year, exposing more than 5 million
records. And once you are a victim, al-
most immediately the criminals, they
start in. They apply for new cards, for
mortgages, for loans, for cars—any-
thing else they can get their hands on,
all under your name—affecting your
credit score within these three credit
bureaus. And it is vital that these
fraudsters be caught immediately and
not be allowed to cause further damage
undetected between the one free annual
report.

It has happened to my sister, to my
constituents, to people I know. And I
am sure everyone out there Kknows
someone this has happened to. And
when someone is the target of this
fraud right now, it is up to the victim
to fix these issues. They receive all of
the burden of chasing after these three
companies with their own systems and
procedures and beg them for help. And
that can take 3 to 6 months.

Madam Speaker, my bipartisan legis-
lation with Congressman ToM REED
from New York asked the private sec-
tor, not the government, to help fix
this. And this is a big distinction here
that I want to point out to the ranking
member, this is driven by the private
sector, not the government, to fix this
issue. My bipartisan bill sets up a one-
stop shop online portal to check your
credit report for free at any time. It al-
lows victims to shut off the ability of
credit crooks from using your informa-
tion to apply for credit under your
name.

The portal will also provide the abil-
ity to initiate and resolve disputes be-
tween you and the credit bureau, and
you will be able to see who the bureaus
have sold your data to in the prior 2
years. Because, yes, they take your
data and they go make money on your
information.

Madam Speaker, the bill strengthens
cybersecurity safeguards of informa-
tion held by consumer reporting agen-
cies, to help prevent a repeat of the
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2017 Equifax data breach. The bill also
asks the GAO to examine the most se-
cure and accurate marker to track
your credit, whether it is your Social
Security number or another Federal
identifier. And this is very important.

I am glad the ranking member raised
this issue, because I agree. We should
find the best possible identifier that is
most secure, and that is exactly what
this study is all about because we need
to make sure we keep your identity se-
cure. By creating this one-stop portal,
all three credit bureaus will now have
to work together to help protect you
and make your lives better, not the
other way around.

And I understand the issue that is
raised about the security and making
sure that this is not handed off to
someone. That is why, again, as I say,
the private sector will develop these
websites.

And to a point about this that was
raised: If my friend is actually really
concerned, and he thinks that these
three bureaus don’t have secure
websites now, well then we better get
them here immediately and find out
why he is worried about that and if
they actually should be more secure.
Because what we are asking them to do
is develop a website just like they have
now, which I hope—and I will ask the
companies again—I hope that they are
doing everything possible to keep their
own websites secure.

Madam Speaker, well, my own sister
had her credit hacked last year. She
told me she was lucky to get a day off
from her job to figure all this out. She
had to sit on the phone and chase ev-
eryone. But what if you don’t have the
ability to take a day off to sit on the
phone with each credit company and
chase down every single issue? Our bi-
partisan legislation will help fix this
and help Americans protect what they
spent a lifetime building, and that is
their credit.

Madam Speaker, I am also proud,
lastly, to have the support of several
businesses and consumer groups. Vince
Malta, the President of the National
Association of Realtors, sent a letter
to me this week on the bill, which
states: ‘“‘Access to free credit scores,
transparency in the reporting process
and use of consumer credit information
high standards for vetting credit infor-
mation, and a reliable method for con-
testing and correcting inaccurate in-
formation are critical to a vibrant
housing market and economy.”’

Other supporting groups include the
National Consumer Law Center, the
Consumer Federation of America, Con-
sumer Action, and World Privacy
Forum.

Madam Speaker, while we did not
earn the support of every group—and I
recognize that—I am proud that even
among those who disagree with us ac-
knowledged the efforts that we took in
order to work towards a bipartisan
agreement. I will continue to work to
make every effort to reach consensus,
and I appreciate their acknowledgment
of that effort.
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Madam Speaker, finally, let me say
that during an economic downturn and
throughout the years we are going to
spend recovering from it, Americans’
financial security will and must be
paramount.

We have already seen spikes in fraud
throughout this pandemic, especially
related to direct payments and dif-
ferent types of loans. And the chair-
woman has worked overtime in all of
our bills to make sure we do every-
thing possible to protect Americans
during this time. I am grateful for her
leadership.

Madam Speaker, as we recover from
this crisis, I want to make sure Ameri-
cans can protect their credit and re-
solve disputes that may arise. As SEC
Chairman CLAYton testified just yes-
terday to the House Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, for a consumer, the
best thing you can do for yourself is
understand your credit and get your
credit under control.

We need a modernized system that
empowers all consumers, especially
those facing new challenges with this
new pandemic, with transparency and
the ability to correct errors to their
credit reports, and to make sure every-
one can have access to credit so that
they can have a home, a car, and enjoy
everything that everyone who works
hard should have access to.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this commonsense
bipartisan bill, which will help every
American.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
highlight for the bill’s sponsor that
first with the Equifax data breach, it is
proof that the industry could use bet-
ter data standards.

Second, making sure that they have
the fullness of the Social Security
numbers only means that when they
steal that information, they also steal
our full Social Security numbers so
they can have full action for fraudulent
activity and identity testimony. That,
we know, and it should have been ad-
dressed in this bill, and it is a failure of
this legislation and the reason why I
oppose it.

Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LOUDERMILK), the ranking member on
the Task Force on Artificial Intel-
ligence.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Madam Speaker,
I thank our ranking member for not
only yielding, but his fine leadership in
this committee.

I also appreciate my colleague, Mr.
GOTTHEIMER, sponsor of this legisla-
tion. I appreciate his leadership on
this, and I truly believe he did work
very hard in a bipartisan manner to try
to come to an agreement. And unfortu-
nately, we just weren’t able to close
that gap. And I hope that going for-
ward we will be able to do that, be-
cause this is something that we do sup-
port on this side with the certain con-
straints to protect the consumers’
identity.

One of my major concerns on this is
cybersecurity. As was spoken about
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earlier, the bill would create an online
portal for consumers to access their
credit reports from all three major
credit bureaus in one place. The idea is
a good idea, and very worth discussing
and very worth pursuing. But in its
current state, it would be a massive
amount of sensitive data in one place,
so it must be done in a way that is
cybersecure to make sure that the in-
formation doesn’t lead to more fraud
and more identity theft.

As someone who has spent many
years in the IT sector, as I know my
good colleague, Mr. GOTTHEIMER, has as
well, I am very concerned about the po-
tential of breaches of this portal.

We all remember the 2017 Equifax
data breach that exposed the financial
information of millions of Americans,
and the last thing we should be doing is
increasing the chance of that kind of
event happening again. But this bill
has the potential to do that very thing
because it does not include robust cy-
bersecurity protections to make sure
the information on the portal is secure.
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Another worthy goal of the bill is to
make it easier for consumers to dispute
errors in their credit reports. But the
bill allows consumers to repeatedly
dispute the same information on their
credit reports, even if it is found to be
accurate, which would lead to unneces-
sary and frivolous disputes.

Another significant concern I have
with this bill is that it would expand
the authority of the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau. The CFPB is
an unaccountable regulatory agency
that took many rogue actions under
the previous administration.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle know that expanding the
CFPB’s power is a nonstarter for Re-
publicans; therefore, I cannot support
this bill. T ask my colleagues to oppose
this bill.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. GOTTHEIMER).

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Madam Speaker,
just one point I want to bring back up,
if I may. I want to thank my friend for
his comments, and I appreciate his
work and our efforts together here.

The one point about the Social Secu-
rity number that I want to raise is, the
bill requires a study at the GAO to see
what the best answer is, whether if
that is a Federal identifier number or a
Social Security number, whatever the
best answer is.

I know we spent a lot of time talking
about this. I, too, am very concerned
with making sure that we have the
best possible outcome to protect people
and protect their information.

So if the GAO comes back and says
that we need to develop a new Federal
identifier so that we keep it separate
from the Social Security number, then,
to me, that would be the best outcome.
That is exactly why the bill requires
the GAO to study this.

Again, just one other point, if we are
concerned about current security and
cybersecurity.
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Mr. McHENRY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 1 yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. McHENRY. What I am high-
lighting is the fact that, in one section
of the bill, you have the study to say
whether or not using Social Security
numbers is good or bad. I think that is
good. That was laudable.

The problem is, in another part of
the bill, you mandate immediately
that they need the fullness of the So-
cial Security numbers in order for the
data to be included. That is what I am
highlighting, and that is one of the
rubs that I have with the bill.

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Reclaiming my
time.

Yes, they also have a period of time
to develop the site. It is not going to
happen overall. In that period of time,
we will get direction on what the best
outcome is in terms of using a Federal
identifier, and we will execute against
that as we develop this site.

Back to the site. If the oligopoly of
the three bureaus—if right now our
concern is that their sites are not se-
cure, then we better have them in im-
mediately and have them take us
through their sites again. Because if
you are still concerned about this—

Mr. McHENRY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 1 yield to the
gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. MCHENRY. I commend Chair-
woman WATERS for bringing the three
CEOs in.

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Right, right. I re-
member that.

Mr. MCHENRY. We, on a bipartisan
basis, beat them up, which is a rare
thing in Congress. We beat them up be-
cause they had a massive data breach
that exposed our data. That is why I
sincerely wanted to get to the bottom
of this and have a bipartisan bill.

This is not a result of this product.

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Reclaiming my
time.

Just one question on that. Do you
feel now that the three are still inse-
cure? And are you concerned about
them?

Mr. MCHENRY. For sure, for sure.
That is why I want to get to a solution.
This bill, sadly, incorporates none of
the conditionalities that I wanted.

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Reclaiming my
time.

Does the gentleman agree that we
should have them back in immediately,
again, to talk to them and find out if
they have made progress?

Mr. MCHENRY. The point is, we
could have had a massive vote on some-
thing that reformed them rather than
bring them in and wag our finger
again.

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. The whole point
is that, because they are still insecure,
we better let people actually have ac-
cess to their data all the time. That is
what this bill does, so they can find
out, instead of having to pay 10 bucks
or 15 bucks every time to see if these
sites are secure. That is my concern.
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I thank the gentleman. I think we
are good.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

What I would say, very simply,
Madam Speaker, is that we could have
had a bipartisan solution here. That is
what I was offering. Give up the pri-
vate right of action, so you don’t have
more lawsuits, and give up your view of
a government-centric portal that basi-
cally enshrines these big three. Those
are two additions.

The final kicker is this: End the reli-
ance on Social Security numbers and
put the date in the future, and the
technology solution will be there. That
is an industry mandate that I offered
as a matter of compromise.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. BUuDD), my colleague from Davie
County, North Carolina, a great leader
on the Financial Services Committee.

Mr. BUDD. Madam Speaker, I want
to rise in strong opposition to H.R.
5332, the Protecting Your Credit Score
Act of 2019.

Although I will not be supporting the
gentleman from New Jersey’s legisla-
tion, I want to make sure that people
know that I consider him a friend, and
I thank him for his efforts to try to
bring reform to the credit reporting in-
dustry.

There are some good ideas in this
bill, such as the one-stop-shop ap-
proach for consumers to freeze and
unfreeze their credit for all three na-
tionwide bureaus that we have just
talked about, as well as access to cred-
it reports and scores.

But even this idea is taken too far in
the bill, and it leaves too many unan-
swered questions about exactly how it
is going to be carried out.

Now, it is really unfortunate that a
bipartisan compromise was not
reached. I know the ranking member
and his staff worked tirelessly on this
with the gentleman from New Jersey
and his staff.

But there are a few other points I
want to make. You know, it is a chief
priority for committee Republicans to
protect consumers’ personal informa-
tion. That is something that both sides
have brought up.

Yet, we are preparing to vote on a
bill that still makes Social Security
numbers the primary way to identify a
person, despite the fact that we know
Social Security numbers threaten con-
sumers’ personal information. Worse
yet, the bill will mandate furnishers to
match all nine Social Security digits.

Another concern with this bill is the
creation of yet another ombudsman at
the CFPB to deal exclusively with con-
sumer reporting agencies. This provi-
sion is unnecessary and duplicative.
The CFPB already has an ombudsman
to deal with consumer-facing issues.
There is no logical reason why the pro-
posed authorities cannot simply be
given to the existing ombudsperson.
This is simply another move by the
Democrats to expand the statutory au-
thority of the unaccountable CFPB.
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Madam Speaker, I urge opposition to
this bill.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. CASTEN), a member of the
Financial Services Committee.

Mr. CASTEN of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 5332,
the Protecting Your Credit Score Act.
I support this bill because, like so
many Americans, I personally know
the frustration of dealing with erro-
neous marks on your credit report and
thought I would share a recent story.

About a month ago, I got a letter
from a bank where I don’t have an ac-
count, Bank of America. They were
thanking me for something that 1
didn’t recognize. So, I did what all good
Americans do: I threw it in the recycle
bin and moved on with my day.

The next day, I got a similar letter
from Navy Federal Credit Union, where
I also do not have an account. This one
had a summary of my credit score and
was shortly followed with another note
saying that my account was overdrawn
by $3,250.

I am going to be honest. The only
reason that the Navy Federal Credit
Union letters got my attention and
didn’t end up in the recycling bin is be-
cause they were addressed to Lieuten-
ant Commander SEAN CASTEN. I have
been called a lot of things in this job,
but that is a rank that I have never
earned.

A few phone calls and a similar over-
draft notification from Bank of Amer-
ica later, and I had fraud alerts placed
on both accounts.

On the advice of the banks, I called
TransUnion to ensure this wouldn’t
show up on my credit report. The agent
was helpful. At the end of the call, she
said: ‘“‘Is there anything else I should
know?”’

And I just couldn’t resist telling her:
“Only that I am a member of the House
Financial Services Committee with
oversight of you, and I appreciate how
helpful you have been.”

Now, I tell that story because I was
able to correct this. But I can imagine
a ton of other scenarios where I don’t
check the recycling, where I am not al-
leged to be a commissioned naval offi-
cer, where I hadn’t been in enough
committee hearings on this subject to
recognize fraud early on. And in all
those scenarios, this story has a much
less happy ending.

But those incidents happen every day
to an awful lot of Americans. We know
21 percent of consumers had verified er-
rors in their credit reports. Thirteen
percent had errors that affected their
credit scores. Five percent had errors
serious enough to cause them to be de-
nied or pay more for credit. But those
are only the accounts we know about.

Many don’t know where to turn or
have the resources or the time to cor-
rect them. Fraudulent or accidental
marks on a credit report can have a
life-altering consequence, so it is im-
portant that those reports are correct.

But credit scores and reports are a
critical gatekeeper for Americans’ fi-
nancial well-being and access to the
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most basic building block of the Amer-
ican Dream.

It is determinative in setting pre-
miums for auto and homeowner’s in-
surance. It informs landlords on which
renters they want to rent their apart-
ments to. Your score determines if you
must make a bigger deposit to get your
utilities.

That is why this bill is so important.
It creates an online consumer portal
where consumers will have free and un-
limited access to their consumer re-
ports and credit scores.

Allowing consumers the ability to
initiate disputes about credit report
accuracy—rather than all the rig-
marole I had to go through—and to
place or remove a security freeze, is a
critical tool that allows Americans the
control and the ability to remedy those
errors.

It is 2020. It is long past time to mod-
ernize the way that consumers address
errors on their credit scores.

I thank Representative GOTTHEIMER
for introducing this bill, and I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.”

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. RIGGLEMAN).

Mr. RIGGLEMAN. Madam Speaker, I
rise today in opposition to H.R. 5332,
the Protecting Your Credit Score Act.

I would like to thank the ranking
member for his leadership, but also my
colleague from New Jersey. Not only is
he a friend, but I respect him very
much, and I do applaud his efforts on
this legislation.

I share his interest in ensuring credit
reports are complete, accurate, and
transparent, but I believe this bill fails
to achieve that goal.

The passage of H.R. 5332 will have
harmful and unintended consequences
for consumers. It is, simply put, yet
another veiled attempt to socialize the
credit reporting and scoring industry
that will cause harm to hardworking
Americans.

This bill is disguised as pro-con-
sumer, but H.R. 5332 will decrease com-
petition, increase the cost of credit for
consumers, provide opportunities for
trial attorneys to exploit the litigation
system, and expand the authority of
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau.

It undermines the Fair Credit Re-
porting Act and our ability to main-
tain a nationwide credit reporting sys-
tem that benefits businesses and con-
sumers. This bill would create a con-
flicting patchwork of interpretations of
the Fair Credit Reporting Act that will
lead to confusion among financial in-
stitutions and raise costs for all con-
sumers.

While my colleague named this bill
the Protecting Your Credit Score Act
of 2019, it does little to protect con-
sumers and their data. Quite to the
contrary, it expands and increases the
risk of harm to consumers affected by
a data breach.

This bill mandates the three nation-
wide credit reporting agencies create a
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shared online portal and would create
significant cybersecurity vulnerabili-
ties for consumers and companies, all
while creating opportunities for bad ac-
tors to manipulate and take advantage
of our consumer data.

I know a little bit about this because
I have done this for about 22 years.

Creating a one-stop-shop for the cred-
it report, personal information, and So-
cial Security number of every indi-
vidual would be disastrous in the event
of a cyber hack or data breach.

We need to find targeted solutions
that focus on increasing the cybersecu-
rity capability at credit reporting
agencies, increase competition, and in-
crease access to credit for consumers
and businesses, rather than put forward
proposals that undermine the con-
sumer reporting system and further
empower unelected bureaucrats at the
expense of the free market.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, may
I inquire as to how much time I have
remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman has 12%2 minutes remaining.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. GOTTHEIMER).

Mr. GOTTHEIMER. Madam Speaker,
I thank Mr. RIGGLEMAN for his points.
He is a good friend, and I respect him
deeply.

I disagree here, respectfully. The
whole point of this is to protect con-
sumers. Giving consumers more data to
have access to about themselves and to
understand their own credit scores and
their own credit history and have more
transparency into their own lives does
not hurt them; it helps them.

That is exactly what we are doing
today, so that if you are hacked, if you
are one of the millions of Americans
whose credit is stolen every single day
and you are trying to put your credit
life back together, not by your own
making, because someone did it to you,
and they are opening accounts and
doing things to you, what this legisla-
tion will do is help you.

Instead of having to spend hours
chasing down the three bureaus and
hoping that they actually do what they
say they are going to do and put your
credit back together, so that when you
want a house and a mortgage, or you
want a car, and you want to do the
things that you have worked very hard
to build your credit for, someone else
who stole your credit won’t be able to
undermine that. That is what this bill
does.

One point, just to clarify this impor-
tant point that the ranking member
made. The bill does not mandate the
collection of Social Security numbers.
It simply requires that credit bureaus
match the information they already
have on file to ensure that Jane Doe in
Illinois who defaults on her payments
does not impair the credit of Jane Doe
in Indiana.

One of the biggest reasons consumers
have errors in their files is because of
the mixed files when negative informa-
tion is assigned to the wrong person.
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It is, once again, another reason why
we need a place for consumers to go to
get free access to their reports, to file
complaints immediately, to contest
issues when they see them, and to
make sure their credit isn’t sold off to
someone else right underneath them.

That is the point of this. And why we
are having a GAO study is to make
sure we find the best way, the most se-
cure way, to do this going forward.

This legislation protects consumers;
it protects Americans; and it doesn’t
look out for the oligopoly. We need
more competition there. It looks out
for the American consumer, and that is
the point.
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Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
think that since this is such a critical
issue, we should count up how many
hearings we had in the Financial Serv-
ices Committee. We had one in Feb-
ruary of 2019.

We could have gotten to the bottom
of these things if we actually had mul-
tiple hearings to figure this stuff out.
Instead, we got a parsing bill on the
floor that doesn’t achieve the things
that we needed to achieve.

Madam Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
STEIL).

Mr. STEIL. Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague from North Carolina for
yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition
to the act.

Like many of my colleagues, I am
committed to ensuring that all con-
sumers can have faith in the validity of
their credit score. Unfortunately, the
bill fails to achieve that goal. It puts
consumers at greater risk of having
their information stolen.

It threatens to increase the cost of
credit by creating more opportunities
for trial lawyers and by making scores
less protected.

Further, it expands the jurisdiction
of the Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau, which is completely unac-
countable to Congress.

Credit scores are an essential part of
our financial system. Both Republicans
and Democrats, I believe, agree on that
point. We also agree that many Ameri-
cans have difficulty accessing their
credit due to their poor or insufficient
credit histories.

With that in mind, we should work
together to enhance cybersecurity at
credit reporting agencies, reduce fraud,
and help consumers get the relief they
need in times of crisis.

Our ranking member has been a lead-
er on this issue, introducing amend-
ments and standalone legislation to
move the ball forward. Unfortunately,
his ideas and the ideas of those on our
side of the aisle and other constructive
suggestions have not been included in
this bill, making it a flawed bill. I urge
my colleagues to oppose the legisla-
tion.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
would inquire through the Chair if my
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colleague has any remaining speakers
on his side.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
do.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), the ranking
member of the Investor Protection, En-
trepreneurship, and Capital Markets
Subcommittee.

Mr. HUIZENGA. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today in opposition to H.R. 5332,
and it is not because I don’t believe
that there isn’t a motive behind this
that isn’t intended to help consumers.
I just don’t think it is going to hit the
target.

This bill requires the three largest
nationwide credit reporting agencies to
create a single shared online portal to
allow consumers one-stop access to
consumer reports, credit scores, and
credit freezes, as well as to initiate dis-
putes. This portal would contain infor-
mation on consumer rights and direc-
tions on how to dispute a credit report.

The bill requires credit reporting
agencies to match all nine digits of a
consumer’s Social Security number
with the information included in a con-
sumer file.

In addition, the bill codifies the
CFPB’s supervision of credit reporting
agencies and expands their authority
to establish ‘‘administrative, tech-
nical, and physical safeguards,” cur-
rently under the Gramm-Leach-Bliley
Act, to all credit reporting agencies.

The bill provides injunctive relief to
allow a court to compel a credit report-
ing agency to fix an error or remove in-
accurate information from a consumer
report.

Furthermore, the bill creates an ad-
ditional ombudsman at the CFPB
tasked with resolving persistent errors
on reports that are not addressed in a
timely fashion and allows the ombuds-
man to make referrals to the Office of
Supervision and Enforcement for cor-
rective action.

We are all supportive of increased ac-
cess and availability on credit reports,
scores, and file freezes, but this legisla-
tion is just overly broad and proscrip-
tive.

I, too, like one of my other col-
leagues who just talked about having
mysterious things show up in the mail,
have been a victim of that. I have also
had my credit card numbers stolen in
the past. We have had to be online and
try to deal with these things.

The goal to make sure that we are all
protected as much as possible is a lofty
goal. The problem here, though, is that
this is going to potentially decrease
competition, which then actually
disincentivizes that access; increasing
fraud risk, which I am very concerned
about; propping up the trial bar, which
I know is a common theme here in
Washington, D.C., at least out of one
party; and expanding the authority of
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau.
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So, let’s talk a little bit about the
PII, that personally identifiable infor-
mation. When you are matching all
nine digits of consumers’ Social Secu-
rity numbers, it doesn’t provide any al-
ternate methods for verification. We
have had problems with this in the
past, and I, for one, and many Repub-
licans have consistently—in fact, a
number of my Democrat friends—have
consistently expressed concerns regard-
ing the private sector and govern-
ment’s overreliance on the use of these
Social Security numbers for identity
verification, which threatens con-
sumers’ personal information.

I oppose the Securities and Exchange
Commission and other Federal agen-
cies’ use of PII in their databases be-
cause there have been breaches. I am
reminded of the old adage: Why would
you rob a bank? Because that is where
the money is. Why would you go after
a database? Because that is where the
digital gold is.

What we are doing is, we are putting
more digital gold into a new database.
So we are increasing that vulnerabil-
ity. We need to be working to promote
more competition in the credit report-
ing and scoring industry, not less. I
think that is what this bill, unfortu-
nately, is doing.

Instead, we should be debating more
targeted solutions, such as H.R. 3821,
which would bolster cybersecurity ca-
pacity at credit reporting agencies, en-
courage an alternative to use of Social
Security numbers, protect minors
against fraud, and help consumers who
may be facing medical debt as a result
of the global pandemic.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to reject this bill.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the right to close, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to close.

Madam Speaker, as I said in my
opening, this is yet another attempt by
House Democrats to socialize the cred-
it reporting and scoring industry.

We had an opportunity for a bipar-
tisan bill, and this is not the work of
that product. This bill will decrease
competition in the industry, increase
fraud risk related to consumers’ per-
sonal data, prop up the trial bar, and
expand the authority of the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau.

If Congress really wants to protect
consumers, we should be working to-
gether promote more competition in
the credit reporting and scoring indus-
try. We should be promoting new ways
to eliminate the barriers to entry, not
promoting what really comes down to
less consumer choice.

We marked up this bill in the Finan-
cial Services Committee back in De-
cember. The committee Democrats
noted in their report on the bill: ‘It
has been more than 15 years since Con-
gress enacted comprehensive reform of
the consumer credit reporting system,
and there have been numerous short-
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comings with the current system iden-
tified during that time that need to be
addressed.”

Yet, since the Democrats took over
in 2019, the House Financial Services
Committee has held one hearing on
credit reporting. We had a bipartisan
consensus on the things that needed to
be done and the challenges therein.
This hearing featured a public grilling
of the CEOs of the three nationwide bu-
reaus. The hearing discussed structural
problems within the industry, yet this
bill just solidifies that structure.

The number one complaint in the
CFPB consumer complaint database is
about consumer issues with credit re-
porting.

Why are we reinforcing the current
structure of this industry by legis-
lating that? We should promote more
competition in the system, not perpet-
uate an obviously broken one.

The Democrats took issue with the
market failure in credit reporting, an
issue we agree on. However, their legis-
lative response does not do the things
necessary to increase competition and
consumer choice and protect our data.

The fact that Democrat leadership
decided this bill was perfect and needed
no amendments demonstrates my
point. My colleagues on the other side
of the aisle have no interest in working
with Republicans to craft a bill that
will really protect consumers’ personal
information. This bill is about catering
to their stakeholders.

Madam Speaker, I will reiterate, like
I have with so many bills that have
passed the House: This bill has no
chance of being passed by the Senate or
signed into law.

Preserving access to and making
available low-cost credit options to
consumers should be Congress’ pri-
ority. We should be working toward bi-
partisan solutions, and we should
prioritize those things. We should be
working toward those solutions, and
that is why I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on this
bill.

Madam Speaker, I include in the
RECORD letters in opposition to this
bill by the Consumer Data Industry As-
sociation, the Credit Union National
Association, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the American Bankers Associa-
tion, the National Taxpayers Union,
and the Consumer Bankers Associa-
tion.

CONSUMER DATA INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, June 17, 2020.

Hon. NANCY PELOSI, Speaker,

Hon. KEVIN MCCARTHY, Republican Leader,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND LEADER MCCAR-
THY: As the House prepares to consider HR
5332, the Protecting Your Credit Score Act of
2019, CDIA and its members wanted to take
this opportunity to express our opposition to
the bill.

We believe that this bill will have negative
impacts on the American consumer. Over the
last decade Congress has prioritized the
“‘ability to repay’ as the most important
part of underwriting a financial product, to
fight predatory lending and ensure that con-
sumers are not able to borrow more than
they can afford. This bill will make it harder
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for lenders to determine whether a consumer
has an ability to repay, increase loan losses
and ultimately result in higher prices, espe-
cially for those who previously received the
best prices on loan products after a lifetime
of on-time payments.

The bill: could make the cost of borrowing
more expensive and limit access to credit;
could introduce new threats to consumers’
information and physical security; and intro-
duces unnecessary and expensive burdens
into the credit reporting system, making it
harder for consumers disputes to be proc-
essed in a timely fashion.

The bill could make the cost of borrowing
more expensive and limit access to credit.

Section 4 of the bill could lead to higher
costs of credit for the overall market, and
specifically for consumers who pay their
bills on time every month. This section of
the bill would allow consumers who have not
paid their bills on time to continue disputing
information, even if the account is verified
as accurate. This would increase the likeli-
hood that that accurate, though negative in-
formation, will be excluded from credit
scores, thereby impeding lenders from mak-
ing adequate risk decisions.

This bill could introduce new threats to
consumers’ information and physical secu-
rity.

Section 6 would require CRAs to effec-
tively mail a credit report to a consumer
every time an adverse action occurs in a
credit transaction. If, for example, a con-
sumer applies for a mortgage and receives a
rate higher than the lowest possible rate due
to the consumer’s higher credit utilization
rate, then each credit bureau would have to
physically mail a report to the consumer,
whether the consumer requested it or not.
And if the consumer applied to several mort-
gage companies, the CRAs would have to
mail the report to the consumer’s last
known address each time. This would create
data security issues, as thousands of credit
reports would be sent, by mail, to people who
didn’t ask for them, don’t want them, or
don’t need them. Also, tens of millions of
consumers move each year, increasing the
likelihood that credit reports would fall into
the hands of persons other than the intended
consumer. Consumers today can receive free
credit reports as often as every week and
have additional opportunities to get their
credit report under certain circumstances.
CRASs should not be mailing millions of cred-
it reports with very sensitive information to
people who did not ask for them.

Section 2 of the bill could also harm con-
sumers’ personal physical security. This sec-
tion includes language giving consumers new
rights to opt out of sales of non-credit report
information. The identity information that
also appears in a credit report is critical for
companies that need to confirm identity, al-
ternate names, and previous addresses, such
as criminal-background screeners. The effect
of this provision would be to allow someone
to hide their relevant criminal history from
employers, volunteer agencies or other users
of criminal history reports. For example,
someone convicted of elder or child abuse
could simply move to a new jurisdiction, opt
out of non-credit report sales and apply for
jobs with nursing homes or child-care cen-
ters. Today, when someone like this applies
for a job and discloses neither their old ad-
dress nor the criminal conviction, the back-
ground screener would purchase an address
history from a credit bureau to identify ju-
risdictions in which to search for records.
While this method is not fool proof, it is the
industry standard and results in detection
rates comparable to fingerprinting by the
FBI. Without it, employers, volunteer agen-
cies, youth sports leagues and other legiti-
mate users of background screening would be
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at the mercy of any convicted criminal who
is willing to lie on an application.

The bill introduces unnecessary and expen-
sive burdens into the credit reporting sys-
tem, making it harder for consumers dis-
putes to be processed in a timely fashion.

The addition of a new ‘‘consumer portal,”
also in Section 2, would create an unneces-
sary new government-mandated website for
consumers when existing options for con-
sumers already exist. Consumers currently
can visit any of the websites of the nation-
wide CRAs and file a dispute, set a security
freeze and exercise other rights that are
guaranteed by the Fair Credit Reporting
Act. This provision is unnecessary and could
create additional data security issues.

Consumers who pay their bills on time
would also be the ones most impacted by the
bill’s requirement for full nine-digit Social
Security Number (SSN) matching. The FTC
studied this matching topic in an exhaustive
report directed by the 2003 FACT A Act, and
found that matching nine digits of the SSN
is not a viable solution, as it would not re-
sult in greater accuracy of credit reports,
but it would lead to fewer consumers being
approved for credit. By denying CRAs the
ability to anticipate and fix transcription er-
rors, consumers could end up having mul-
tiple fragmentary credit reports, each one
tied to a given SSN. Then, when applying for
new credit, a lender will not be able to see
the full picture of the individual, meaning
that the consumer who has paid their bills
on time every month won’t receive the ben-
efit accrued during their many years of hard
work. And some consumers will find strang-
ers’ files associated with their SSN, compli-
cating the lending process. The Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau supervises and ex-
amines the nationwide CRAs and has not
raised this issue as a concern; this section of
the bill will harm, not help, consumers.

We would also note that Section 5 of the
bill includes injunctive relief that exposes
users of credit reports to private enforce-
ment for consumer notices and red flags.
This would be a significant change in prac-
tice that would expose lenders to new liabil-
ities from the trial bar.

This bill was the subject of a great deal of
negotiation and discussion with Representa-
tive Gottheimer, the bill sponsor, before the
Financial Services Committee passed the
bill. We appreciate his spirit of cooperation,
but unfortunately the bill before the House
falls short of its goals to strengthen the con-
sumer credit market and protect consumer
credit scores.

Sincerely,
FRANCIS CREIGHTON,
President & CEO.

CREDIT UNION NATIONAL ASSOCIATION,

June 24, 2020.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KEVIN MCCARTHY,
Republican Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND LEADER MCCAR-
THY: On behalf of America’s credit unions, I
am writing regarding H.R. 5332, the Pro-
tecting Your Credit Score Act of 2019. The
Credit Union National Association (CUNA)
represents America’s credit unions and their
115 million members.

Accurate and complete credit reports are
essential to credit unions providing safe and
affordable financial services to their mem-
bers. Whereas credit unions’ field of member-
ship restrictions were originally designed as
a mechanism for determining borrowers’
credit worthiness, today credit unions and
other financial institutions rely on credit re-
ports and credit scores to assess credit wor-
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thiness and inform lending decisions. It is in
the interest of all stakeholders in the lend-
ing process for borrowers’ credit reports to
be accurate and complete.

H.R. 5332 would require credit reporting
agencies to create an online portal for con-
sumers to access free credit reports and cred-
it scores, and dispute errors. It would also di-
rect the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau (CFPB) to impose and enforce data se-
curity safeguards for the credit reporting
agencies.

While the legislation may be well-inten-
tioned, we oppose H.R. 5332 because the ex-
pansion of private rights of action and allow-
ing courts to award injunctive relief could
increase the frequency of meritless lawsuits
under the Federal Credit Reporting Act
(FCRA). When entities are subject to frivo-
lous litigation, resources are distracted from
providing services, increasing the cost of
service to all consumers. In the case of credit
unions, frivolous litigation means that ac-
cess to safe and affordable financial services
becomes more expensive and potentially less
available for credit union members.

We also have concerns that the online por-
tal mandated under this legislation would
pose significant cybersecurity risks for con-
sumers, financial institutions, and compa-
nies. The portal created would have no direct
owner and require its own authentication
and security, leading to the possibility of
consumers either being rejected from the
portal or a nefarious actor abusing the sys-
tem.

Finally, we question the need for this leg-
islation. Under the FCRA, consumers can
dispute the accurateness of information on
their credit reports. They can either raise
the dispute directly with the credit reporting
agency or with their creditor. The FCRA re-
quires these disputes to be resolved in a
timely manner and, if the disputed informa-
tion is incorrect, the information in question
is eliminated from the report. As such, con-
sumers already have significant tools to dis-
pute information and correct errors in their
credit reports.

On behalf of America’s credit unions,
thank you for the opportunity to share our
views.

Sincerely,
JIM NUSSLE,
President & CEO.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, June 23, 2020.

To THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES: The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce opposes H.R. 5332, the ‘‘Protecting
Your Credit Score Act of 2019.”

The Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) re-
quires each consumer reporting agency
(CRA) to achieve maximum possible accu-
racy in compiling a consumer report. Every
CRA also has a legal obligation to safeguard
the personal information that they hold.

This legislation would require companies
to jointly establish an online consumer por-
tal with its own authentication and security,
without a specific owner. This portal would
create significant cybersecurity
vulnerabilities for consumers and compa-
nies—making it impossible for CRAs to meet
existing obligations. Further, the authen-
tication of the portal could potentially ex-
pose credit reports to abusive credit repair.
If the authentication is tuned too high, then
real consumers would be rejected from the
website. If authentication is too loose, then
it could be abused.

The Chamber supports efforts to stream-
line access to credit data for consumers;
however, it must be done in a responsible
way that does not prevent access to credit.
While we appreciate the extensive efforts of
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Rep. Gottheimer to resolve our concerns, the
Chamber remains opposed.
Sincerely,
NEIL L. BRADLEY.
AMERICAN BANKERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, June 23, 2020.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KEVIN MCCARTHY,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND MINORITY LEAD-
ER MCCARTHY: The American Bankers Asso-
ciation writes to express our opposition to
H.R. 5332, the Protecting Your Credit Score
Act of 2020, scheduled for consideration be-
fore the House this week.

We share the sponsor’s interest in ensuring
that credit reports are complete and accu-
rate and that consumers have appropriate
protections, including rights to challenge
and have corrected any inaccuracies in their
reports. Though the legislation is well-in-
tended, we believe it will make credit re-
ports less predictive and useful by promoting
the elimination of negative but accurate in-
formation that will weaken the underwriting
process and thus increase borrowers’ costs
and reduce people’s ability to get loans. In
addition, allowing courts to award injunctive
relief will promote questionable lawsuits and
replace the current single-interpretation re-
gime with inconsistent interpretations that
vary across the country.

The Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) cur-
rently provides consumers strong dispute
rights to challenge the accuracy of informa-
tion in their reports—rights that are en-
forced through supervision, government
agency enforcement actions, and civil law-
suits. Consumers may submit claims to ei-
ther the consumer reporting agency or di-
rectly to the furnisher of the information.
Disputes must be investigated and resolved
promptly. If not, the information is deleted.
Thus, consumers have ample legal means to
challenge the accuracy of information in
their credit reports.

We are concerned about the abuse of these
protective provisions to remove accurate but
negative information, not only by credit re-
pair organizations and those hoping to erase
accurate negative information from their re-
port to improve their ability to obtain cred-
it, but also by individuals, including those
involved in organized crime, seeking to de-
fraud lenders.

H.R. 5332 will make it even easier than it is
today for individuals to flood consumer re-
porting agencies and furnishers of informa-
tion with false claims of inaccuracies that
must be resolved in a timely fashion or de-
leted. The resulting degradation of the re-
ports will reduce the ability of lenders to
evaluate an applicant’s creditworthiness and
ability to repay, which in turn will increase
what consumers pay for credit and make it
harder for many consumers, especially the
underserved, to get credit. Moreover, re-
sources and money spent to manage the in-
creased volume of false claims are better
spent resolving legitimate disputes.

The bill will further undermine the con-
sumer reporting system by expanding pri-
vate rights of action against users of credit
reports and by creating uncertainty about
how banks and others must comply with the
FCRA. Allowing courts to award injunctive
relief means that multiple courts can inter-
pret this complicated statute differently
from the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, the primary agency tasked with inter-
preting and enforcing FCRA. The result will
be a patchwork of inconsistent interpreta-
tions, uncertainty about how to comply, and
lawsuits of questionable merit.
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While we appreciate Representative
Gottheimer’s efforts and welcome discussion
on these issues, we must oppose H.R. 5332 as
currently crafted.

Sincerely,
JAMES C. BALLENTINE.
NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
Washington. DC, June 26, 2020.

The National Taxpayers Union urges Rep-
resentatives to vote “NO” on H.R. 5332, the
“Protecting Your Credit Score Act of 2020.”
Though well-intentioned, this legislation
would cede more power to the unaccountable
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau,
jeopardize consumer information, and poten-
tially weaken lending underwriting stand-
ards.

Accurate and complete credit reports are
the foundation of this country’s robust and
competitive consumer credit market. Most,
if not all, lenders rely upon credit history
data found in credit reports to identify and
evaluate potential risks a consumer may
pose before entering into a financial rela-
tionship with that consumer. That informa-
tion is critical for lenders to evaluate the ap-
plicant’s ability to repay, interest rates, and
other loan terms. Since many home loan bor-
rowers will have their mortgage guaranteed
by the federal government, lawmakers must
be cautious in their reforms to the Fair
Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) to avoid adding
undue credit risk onto the government-spon-
sored enterprises’ balance sheets.

Perhaps the most problematic provision of
H.R. 5332 is the requirement for the three
major credit bureaus, which are entirely pri-
vate businesses, to jointly create an online
consumer portal for consumers to access
their credit reports and scores, dispute er-
rors, and place or lift security freezes. While
a one-stop shop may seem to offer consumer
benefits, having one location containing
every credit report, personal information,
and social security number of every indi-
vidual could have disastrous consequences in
the event of a cyber hack or data breach.

Secondly, this legislation provides no legal
protection to these entities in the event of a
large scale cyber breach, leaving these busi-
nesses vulnerable to big class-action law-
suits. H.R. 5332 also changes how consumers
dispute adverse information found in their
credit reports, allowing individuals to flood
reporting agencies and lenders with false
claims of inaccuracies that must be resolved
in a timely manner. Ultimately, this pro-
posal shifts the burden on dispute resolution
from the individual onto the credit bureaus.

Additionally, this bill establishes a second,
duplicative ombudsman at the CFPB who
will have sole control over credit reporting.
The ombudsperson would have to help re-
solve persistent errors in credit reports that
aren’t addressed in a timely manner, and
make referrals for supervisory or enforce-
ment actions against credit reporting com-
panies. This situation sets up a new oppor-
tunity for the CFPB to specifically target
certain companies that may become ‘‘unsa-
vory’’ and be subject to political targeting.

NTU also questions the need for such legis-
lation, as the FCRA currently provides con-
sumers ample opportunity to dispute inac-
curate information on their credit reports.
The FCRA already requires these disputes to
be resolved in a timely manner and, if the
disputed information is incorrect, the infor-
mation in question is eliminated from a re-
port. In essence, this legislation does not
bring any new meaningful benefits to the
credit reporting process.

Roll call votes on H.R. 5332 will be included
in NTU’s annual Rating of Congress and a
“NO” vote will be considered the pro-tax-
payer position. If you have any questions,
please contact NTU Policy and Government
Affairs Manager, Thomas Aiello.
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CONSUMER BANKERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, June 25, 2020.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.
Hon. KEVIN MCCARTHY,
House Minority Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND LEADER MCCAR-
THY: On behalf of the Consumer Bankers As-
sociation (CBA), I am writing to share our
views on H.R. 5332, the Protecting Your Cred-
it Score Act of 2019. CBA is the voice of the
retail banking industry whose products and
services provide access to credit for con-
sumers and small businesses. Our members
operate in all 50 states, serve more than 150
million Americans, and collectively hold
two-thirds of the country’s total depository
assets.

CBA opposes the Protecting Your Credit
Score Act of 2019. Section 5 of the bill, ‘“‘In-
junctive Relief for Victims,” is especially
concerning because it undermines the CFPB
and Federal Trade Commission’s (FTC) pri-
mary authority to enforce the Fair Credit
Reporting Act (FCRA) in a manner con-
sistent with maintaining a nationwide credit
reporting system that benefits businesses
and consumers. Congress enacted FCRA in
1970 with emphasis on ensuring fairness, ac-
curacy, and efficiency within the banking
system, and in doing so specifically pro-
tected federal regulators’ sole authority to
pursue injunctive relief for violations, to
avoid any possibility of multiple courts
issuing conflicting orders. Undoing this de-
liberate design is unnecessary given the seri-
ous fines and other existing penalties al-
ready in place under the FCRA and court dis-
rupt credit markets without any positive im-
pact on consumer credit reports. As deposi-
tory institutions supervised by prudential
federal regulators with deep expertise and
experience in financial markets, CBA mem-
bers are concerned with the potential for un-
limited injunctive authority to impair na-
tionwide financial systems.

CBA is also troubled by Section 4, ‘“‘Im-
proved Dispute Process for Consumer Re-
porting Agencies.”” The CFPB already has
authority to enforce fines for FCRA viola-
tions, and this proposal would complicate ex-
isting cost effective and efficient processes
furnishers are mandated to use under federal
law to distinguish false or illegitimate dis-
putes from actual consumer problems that
should draw focus and proper inquiry. Safety
and soundness considerations require the
highest standards for complete and accurate
consumer information in the underwriting
process. Modifying or deleting disagreeable,
but accurate consumer information from any
report without proper input from furnishers
will interfere with prudent risk assessments
and raise costs for all consumers.

Furthermore, the ‘“Bureau Credit Report-
ing Ombudsman” as written under this sec-
tion has seemingly unrestrained individual
authority that could make determinations
on a consumer’s credit profile without the
due process or appeal mechanisms generally
required under the Administrative Procedure
Act (APA). This unilateral decision-making
authority would have a serious and negative
impact on a bank’s ability to determine risk
and extend affordable credit.

Thank you for your consideration of our
views. CBA remains eager to assist your ef-
forts at improving outcomes for all bor-
rowers.

Sincerely,
RICHARD HUNT,
President and CEO.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
urge a ‘‘no’” vote on this bill, and I
yield back the balance of my time.
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Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Madam Speaker, it has been nearly 17
years since major reform legislation to
address common problems with credit
reporting has been enacted into law. To
that end, I am pleased that, earlier this
year, the House passed H.R. 3621, the
Comprehensive Credit Reporting En-
hancement, Disclosure, Innovation,
and Transparency Act.

Representative GOTTHEIMER’S bipar-
tisan bill complements those efforts to
ensure we have a well-functioning cred-
it reporting system that is streamlined
and easy to use and that better pro-
tects the data of all consumers.

Republicans were in charge when
Equifax exposed sensitive data of 150
million Americans. What was their re-
sponse? Nothing.

Earlier this year, the House passed
the Comprehensive CREDIT Act to
overhaul our broken credit reporting
system and enhance cybersecurity of
the credit reporting bureaus. Repub-
licans voted no.

Representative GOTTHEIMER offered
this bill that would strengthen cyber-
security of Equifax and other credit bu-
reaus, and now Republicans are saying
no.

We have some Republicans who op-
pose giving the CFPB expanded author-
ity, although I would note Ranking
Member MCHENRY introduced H.R. 3821
that would do just that, giving the
CFPB authority of cybersecurity for
the credit bureaus. The bill before us
would do the same.

I would urge Republicans to recon-
sider their opposition to the bill. I urge
an ‘‘aye” vote on this commonsense
bill.

Madam Speaker, I include in the
RECORD support for this bill from the
Americans for Financial Reform, the
National Consumer Law Center, Con-
sumer Action, Consumer Federation of
America, Consumer Reports, National
Association of Consumer Advocates,
World Privacy Forum, and also the Na-
tional Association of Realtors.

JUNE 23, 2020.

DEAR CHAIRWOMAN WATERS: The under-
signed consumer organizations write to sup-
port H.R. 5332, the Protecting Your Credit
Score Act of 2019 (Gottheimer). This bill will
address serious problems in the credit re-
porting system and empower consumers by
providing them with much greater access to
and control over their own information.

Credit reports and credit scores play a
huge role in determining a consumer’s finan-
cial health. Not only do they determine a
consumer’s ability to obtain credit at a fair
price, but they are used by many other sec-
tors—insurance companies, landlords and
even employers. Despite their importance,
credit reports are also full of errors, which
can cost a consumer thousands of dollars in
higher-priced credit, or worse yet, result in
the denial of a job, insurance coverage, an
apartment rental, or the ability to open a
small business or buy a house. The Federal
Trade Commission’s definitive study showed
that 21% of consumers had verified errors in
their credit reports, 18% had errors that af-
fected their credit scores, and 5% had errors
serious enough to cause them to be denied or
pay more for credit.
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Trying to fix these errors can be a Kafka-
esque nightmare in which the Big Three na-
tionwide consumer reporting agencies
(CRAs)—Equifax, Experian and TransUnion—
consistently favor the side of the creditor or
debt collector (‘‘the furnisher’’) over the con-
sumer. As documented in NCLC’s report
Automated lniustice Redux (2019), some of
the most serious problems include consumers
having their credit files ‘“mixed” with the
wrong person, being unable to remove nega-
tive information even after court judgments
in their favor, the after-effects of identity
theft when CRAs don’t believe the victim,
and being labeled as dead when they are
alive and breathing. The report also docu-
ments the massive number of credit and con-
sumer reporting complaints to the Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), over
380,000 since July 2011, which is often the top
category of complaints to the CFPB.

The irony of these problems is that credit
reports consist of our information. Yet con-
sumers are only entitled to free access to
this information once a year and in certain
other limited situations, despite the fact
that the Big Three nationwide CRAs are
making tens of millions selling our financial
data. Also, consumers are not entitled to our
own credit scores for free, while these same
scores are being sold to creditors and others
for hefty profits.

Last, but not least, there are serious issues
with data security at the nationwide CRAs,
of the type that led to the massive Equifax
data breach in 2017. These data security
issues have not yet been adequately ad-
dressed.

The Protecting Your Credit Score Act of
2019 would address these issues by:

Fixing the broken system for credit report-
ing disputes by (1) creating a CFPB
ombudsperson that will have the power to re-
solve persistent errors when CRAs don’t fix
them properly, and to make referrels to the
Office of Supervision or the Office of En-
forcement for supevisory or enforcement ac-
tion when CRAs don’t comply with their
disput investigation reponsibilities and (2)
requiring CRAs to dedicate sufficient re-
sources and provide proper training to per-
sonnel who handle disputes.

Giving consumers the tools they need to
access their rights, understand their credit-
worthiness, and control their financial des-
tinies by (1) giving consumers the right to
unlimited free credit reports and free credit
scores online; (2) requiring the Big Three na-
tionwide CRAs to create a simple, easy-to-
use portal tool to access online credit re-
ports and credit scores, as well to exercise
other important rights such as placing a se-
curity freeze, initiating a dispute, and opting
out of prescreening (i.e., the use of credit re-
port information to generate offers of cred-
it).

Improving credit reporting accuracy by (2)
requiring CRAs to conduct periodic audits to
check for accuracy and (2) mandating that
Big Three nationwide CRAs use all 9 digits of
the consumer’s Social Security number when
matching information from a lender to a
consumer’s file, thus preventing mixed files,
which are one of the worst types of errors.

Improving data security for credit reports
by giving the CFPB the authority to write
rules under the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act to
govern the Big Three nationwide CRAs.

Give consumers a tool to compel CRAs to
fix a credit report by providing them with a
right to seek injunctive relief so that a court
could order a CRA to correct an error or oth-
erwise follow the law.

There are a number of other important re-
forms in the bill, such as giving consumers
the right to opt out of the selling or sharing
of information about them that does not fall
into the FCRA’s current definition of ‘‘con-
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sumer report’’ and creating a comprehensive
registry of all consumer reporting agencies.

The above reforms are urgently needed in
order to ensure that consumers are treated
fairly by the credit reporting system and
that they have the access and control that
they should be entitled to. Thus, we support
the Protecting Your Credit Score Act of 2019
an look forward to working with you to
swiftly enact it into law.

Thank you for your attention. If you have
any questions about this letter, please con-
tact Chi Chi Wu (cwu@nclc.org) at (617) 542—
8010.

Sincerely,
AMERICANS FOR FINANCIAL
REFORM,
NATIONAL CONSUMER LAW
CENTER (on behalf of its
low-income clients),
CONSUMER ACTION,
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF
AMERICA,
CONSUMER REPORTS,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
CONSUMER ADVOCATES,
USPIRG,
WORLD PRIVACY FORUM.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS,
Washington, DC, June 23, 2020.
Hon. JOSH GOTTHEIMER,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GOTTHEIMER: On be-
half of the 1.4 million members of the Na-
tional Association of REALTORS® (NAR), I
am pleased to support several provisions of
H.R. 5332, the Protecting Your Credit Score
Act of 2020.

NAR has a long history of involvement in
issues concerning the use and disclosure of
consumer credit data. Nearly 90 percent of
home sales are financed, and a borrower’s
credit report and credit score form a critical
gateway to obtaining a mortgage. Unfortu-
nately, inaccurate credit reports and unfair
credit reporting methods raise the cost to
borrow and/or limit access to mortgage cred-
it for many prospective borrowers.

REALTORS® believe that access to free
credit scores, transparency in the reporting
process and use of consumer credit informa-
tion, high standards for vetting credit infor-
mation, and a reliable method for contesting
and correcting inaccurate information are
critical to a vibrant housing market and
economy. To this end, NAR applauds your ef-
forts in H.R. 5332, the Protecting Your Credit
Score Act of 2020. We are particularly sup-
portive of sections two through six, which
reflect NAR’s principles on credit reporting.
While NAR has no position on the primary
regulator of the CRAs, we appreciate your ef-
forts in clarifying that important point.

Creditor and consumer confidence are crit-
ical in the home financing process, and our
nation’s housing market and overall econ-
omy benefit tremendously from balanced fi-
nancial regulation and appropriate consumer
protection. REALTORS® thank you for your
diligent work to improve the accuracy and
accountability of consumer credit informa-
tion.

Sincerely,
VINCE MALTA,
2020 President, National Association
of REALTORS®.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 1017,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further
consideration of H.R. 5332 is postponed.
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PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL

DISAPPROVAL OF RULE SUB-
MITTED BY OFFICE OF THE
COMPTROLLER OF THE CUR-
RENCY RELATING TO “COMMU-
NITY REINVESTMENT ACT REGU-
LATIONS”

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to House Resolution 1017, I call
up the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 90)
providing for congressional disapproval
under chapter 8 of title 5, United
States Code, of the rule submitted by
the Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency relating to ‘“‘Community Re-
investment Act Regulations’, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1017, the joint
resolution is considered read.

The text of the joint resolution is as
follows:

H.J. REs. 90

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Office of
the Comptroller of the Currency relating to
“Community Reinvestment Act Regula-
tions’ (85 Fed. Reg. 34734; published June 5,
2020), and such rule shall have no force or ef-

fect.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
joint resolution shall be debatable for 1
hour equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Financial
Services.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS) and the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.J. Res. 90 and to insert ex-
traneous material thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
H.J. Res. 90, a Congressional Review
Act resolution of disapproval to nullify
the Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency’s rule undermining the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act.

I introduced this resolution with our
Consumer Protection and Financial In-
stitutions Subcommittee chair, Rep-
resentative MEEKS, and I am proud we
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are joined by 70 other Members who
have cosponsored the resolution.

The Community Reinvestment Act is
a civil rights act. It is a law enacted in
1977 to prevent the discriminatory
practice of redlining, in which banks
discriminate against prospective cus-
tomers in nearby neighborhoods, often
based on their racial or ethnic back-
ground. The law requires banks to in-
vest and lend responsibly in low- and
moderate-income communities where
they are chartered.

Unfortunately, implementation of
the Community Reinvestment Act has
not been robust. Today, 98 percent of
the banks routinely pass their Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act exams. How-
ever, research has shown that more
than 60 metro areas across the country
are now experiencing modern-day red-
lining today. These findings clearly
demonstrate the need to strengthen
the implementation of the law. Unfor-
tunately, the OCC’s rule would do the
opposite.

Despite the warnings of a wide range
of stakeholders, former Comptroller
Otting rushed to finalize this rule in
his final days on the job. So, without
the support—without the support—of
the Federal Reserve or the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, the other
banking regulators were responsible for
enforcing the law.

Mr. Otting appears to have been de-
termined to undermine the Community
Reinvestment Act ever since the law
complicated his efforts to quickly ob-
tain regulatory approval for OneWest
Bank, a bank that he ran with Treas-
ury Secretary Mnuchin, to merge with
another bank in 2015.

I am deeply concerned that the OCC’s
final rule will harm low-income and
minority communities that are dis-
proportionately suffering during this
crisis, effectively turning the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act into the com-
munity disinvestment act.

If this resolution is not adopted, we
will have different rules for different
banks, leading to regulatory arbitrage
and a race to the bottom of weaker
standards that will only hurt the peo-
ple the law is intended to help.

Notably, the OCC rule was adopted
with insufficient and incomplete data,
and it incentivizes large deals at the
expense of smaller and more contin-
uous financial transactions that truly
benefit LMI communities.

For example, the OCC final rule al-
lows CRA credit to be given for activi-
ties in LMI-qualified opportunity
zones, but the rule does not ensure that
these activities promote community
development that includes affordable
housing or small business economic de-
velopment. This can lead to the unac-
ceptable result of banks receiving CRA
funding for building luxury housing in
opportunity zones, providing no direct
benefit to LMI communities.

Additionally, the OCC concedes it
does not have all the data it needs to
properly implement its new CRA
framework, with the rules stating that
the OCC will need to issue yet another
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notice of proposed rulemaking in the
future to help set specific benchmarks,
thresholds, and minimums. It doesn’t
speak highly of a rule when the office
says it is half baked.

A wide range of stakeholders have
criticized OCC’s efforts. For example, a
group of civil rights and consumer
groups issued a statement noting: ‘“The
new OCC rules stick with an overly
simplistic metrics system that creates
a loophole for banks to exploit, allow-
ing them to get a passing CRA rating
by making investments in commu-
nities where they can reap the largest
rewards, while leaving too many credit
needs unmet for underserved con-
sumers and neighbors.”

During these difficult times, commu-
nities across the country have taken to
the streets to demand justice and to
tell their elected officials that they
can no longer ignore the needs of com-
munities of color. In a letter sup-
porting this resolution from various or-
ganizations led by the Leadership Con-
ference on Civil and Human Rights and
National Community Reinvestment Co-
alition, they wrote: “In the weeks
since the OCC finalized its rule, our Na-
tion has been facing a long overdue
reckoning with our troubled legacy of
racial and ethnic discrimination. . . .
Now is certainly not the time to weak-
en the most important civil rights laws
we have at our disposal to correct
those disparities.”

Congress must block any effort by
the Trump administration to weaken
our civil rights laws and send a strong
message to Federal regulators that
they should be doing all they can dur-
ing this pandemic to help, not hurt,
low- and moderate-income commu-
nities, and especially communities of
color.

By passing this resolution, Congress
will block the OCC’s harmful rule so
that, once the pandemic passes, bank-
ing regulators can renew efforts to col-
laborate, modernize, and strengthen
the Community Reinvestment Act with
a new joint rulemaking that truly ben-
efits the community the law was in-
tended to help.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues in the House to vote ‘‘yes’ on
H.J. Res. 90.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in opposition to the
resolution.

Madam Speaker, as I said, I rise in
opposition to this resolution. First, be-
fore I get into the contents of my dis-
cussion here, I want to thank Chair-
woman WATERS for her steadfast and
long-time leadership in supporting mi-
nority, rural, low- and middle-income
communities, LMI communities. Her
service in the California Assembly and
Senate and Congress has been commen-
surate with that work and that focus.

Committee Republicans share the
chairwoman’s goal of strengthening
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these communities. For example, we
know that community development fi-
nancial institutions and minority de-
pository institutions play critical roles
in getting necessary funds to the
smallest of small businesses in these
communities.

Committee Republicans support the
efforts of the Paycheck Protection Pro-
gram to target small lenders as well as
small businesses in communities across
America.

Committee Republicans believe the
reforms made in the underlying final
rule promulgated by the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency will con-
tinue to support minority, rural, and
LMI communities into the 21st cen-
tury.

Madam Speaker, the Community Re-
investment Act was enacted in 1977,
nearly 43 years ago. Its purpose was to
ensure depository institutions like
banks and savings associations help
meet the needs of their local commu-
nities. The law tasks the OCC, as well
as the other bank regulators, with
issuing rules to carry out that purpose.
However, the last time the CRA regula-
tions were meaningfully updated was
in 1995.

I think we can all agree that a lot
has changed in the past 25 years, in-
cluding how banks can best serve their
communities. Much of this change has
been driven by technology and innova-
tion.

In 1995, it was cutting edge when you
could call your bank and get your bal-
ance and the last couple of checks that
cleared your account. Calling up and
not having to talk with somebody and
a computer tell you the answer, that
was cutting edge. And at that time,
only 24 percent of Americans had
accessed the internet.

Since that time, we have witnessed a
massive shift to online and mobile de-
livery of banking services, and that is
for good in many, many ways. This
virus has really enhanced that trend
just in the last few months. This means
that where banks get their deposits
doesn’t necessarily match up with
where their branches are physically lo-
cated.

Second, the number of bank branches
has steadily declined since the finan-
cial crisis, but the CRA regulations
continue to place a very heavy empha-
sis on banks’ physical footprints rather
than where they truly serve.

At the same time, CRA exams have
gotten more complex and less trans-
parent. Banks can only guess which of
their community investments will re-
ceive credit, because the exams are
quite highly subjective. The written
evaluations can be thousands of pages
long, and yet the regulators and the
public have no clear data to help un-
derstand where all the CRA money has
gone.

But there are, sadly, a few things
that have not changed in the last 25
years—sadly—including socioeconomic
conditions in the poorest communities,
economic opportunity, and the per-
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sistent lack of capital in those commu-
nities. The CRA is intended to help ad-
dress those issues, and that is why it is
a vital and important law and, properly
structured, can deliver in a better way.

But, clearly, we know the status quo
is not working. It is not working for
the communities that we care des-
perately about giving opportunity to,
economic opportunity to, and that is
really what this is driven towards with
this law.

Modernizing this regulatory frame-
work is long overdue. Here are a few
aspects of the rule that I believe rep-
resent major improvements over the
old regulations.

First, the rule provides for a public
list of activities that will count for
CRA credit so the community can un-
derstand, the banks can understand,
and we, as elected officials who have
oversight of this program, we can un-
derstand, too. And they will have that
public list on what counts for CRA
credit.

This list will eliminate regulatory
ambiguity and provide certainty over
the types of investments that will lead
to a good evaluation. With more cer-
tainly, banks will naturally make more
investments. That is how capitalism
works. This change alone is likely to
increase community reinvestment
across the board.

Second, the rule provides a better
model for where the activity can count.
Banks will be incentivized to invest
where they take deposits instead of
only around their branches. Let me ex-
plain.

Previously, a bank was only evalu-
ated on its lending and investment in
an area around its physical footprint,
but banking today is very different
than it was a generation ago when this
regulation was written. Banking today,
with the help of new technology and in-
novation has changed substantially.
So, if an online bank chooses a head-
quarters in one State—let me give you
an example: Utah.

Utah has a lot of online banks and
they domicile in Salt Lake City, so
that is where the community giving is
around Salt Lake City, even if they
take most of their deposits from Chair-
woman WATERS’ district or my district.
So, if you have that headquarters for
an online bank, it should not prevent
them from making investments in
other States or localities that des-
perately need capital.

Under the final rule, banks will get
credit for investing in so-called bank-
ing deserts. This has been a priority of
mine for the last decade, to help those
who are in communities where they
can’t get ready access. We know food
deserts in urban areas, and if you can’t
get access to fresh food, you can’t have
a healthy diet.
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That is a huge issue. It is a huge
issue in rural areas, it is a huge issue
in urban areas.

So we have banking deserts now, and
this rule prioritizes those banking
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deserts that don’t have a branch or
don’t have many branches. And those
underserved places under this rule are
distressed areas, economically dis-
tressed areas, Tribal lands, folks that
have been hit by natural disasters, re-
gardless of where they get deposits or
if they get deposits from those areas. I
think there are some laudable changes.

Now communities without bank
branches that were essentially invis-
ible under the current framework will
be able to receive CRA investment.
This is a huge improvement.

Finally, the rule introduces objective
metrics and transparent evaluations. I
think that is a really good thing for
regulation. Instead of a highly subjec-
tive exam and a 1,000-page evaluation,
examiners will be able to deliver more
consistent, useful, and timely CRA
evaluations; ‘‘timely’” meaning more
frequent and more readily available.

Clearer metrics and better reporting
will enable banks, regulators, and the
public to have a better understanding
of the CRA activities of individual
banks and of cross-sections of the in-
dustry. Consumers will be able to see
that and understand the type of insti-
tution they are banking with as well.

I would also note that this final rule
is a culmination of a multiyear proc-
ess. It reflects more than a decade of
dialogue about how to make the CRA
work better, it builds on recommenda-
tions that Federal banking agencies
submitted to Congress in 2017 and rec-
ommendations released by the Treas-
ury Department in April of 2018 and
more than 75 hard comments submitted
during the rulemaking process that up-
dated and changed and made better the
regulations that the administration
put forward.

Republicans and Democrats agree the
Community Reinvestment Act is ex-
tremely important, it is an important
law. And because it is important, the
regulations need to keep pace with how
Americans bank today.

I believe this rule is a huge improve-
ment over the status quo.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this resolution
and support the underlying rule.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MEEKS), who is the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Con-
sumer Protection and Financial Insti-
tutions and the coauthor of this bill.

Mr. MEEKS. Madam Speaker, I rise
in support of H.J. Res. 90, and I am
proud to have joined Chairwoman
WATERS in introducing it.

This resolution provides for congres-
sional disapproval of the rule sub-
mitted by the Office of the Comptroller
of the Currency relating to the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act.

The Community Reinvestment Act
was enacted into law, as indicated, in
1977 as a direct response to the long,
painful legacy of structural discrimina-
tion, financial exclusion, redlining, and
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economic suppression of racial minori-
ties in America, a legacy of prejudice
and economic exclusion that we are
seeing all-too-clearly still echoes to
this day, which is why many of the in-
dividuals you see in the streets today
want to correct this structural problem
that we have in our Nation.

At its core, the Community Reinvest-
ment Act is a civil rights bill. It was
the fourth in a series of banking bills
passed to address systemic discrimina-
tion in banking, including the Fair
Housing Act of 1968, the Equal Credit
Opportunity Act of 1974, and the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975.

These bills built on the findings of
the 1961 report from the U.S. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights, and community-
led civil action in Chicago to hold
banks accountable for rampant dis-
crimination in lending in Black and
Hispanic communities.

Any efforts at reforms and mod-
ernization must remain true to this
legacy, particularly given the over-
whelming evidence of continued dis-
crimination in banking and access to
finance.

We must make sure that when we
look at the CRA, the CRA is creating
an opportunity for minority businesses
to thrive and strive and investing fur-
ther in its communities; that afford-
able housing is something that is
there, not something where we are in-
vesting and driving people out so they
can’t have the benefits in the commu-
nity. It must be relevant to the com-
munity and Keeping the people in the
community so that they can see a bet-
ter life.

Under Comptroller Otting’s leader-
ship, the OCC’s work on CRA mod-
ernization has systematically failed to
remain true to the law’s civil rights
roots. In fact, the very way in which
the rule was finalized and published by
the OCC was symptomatic of the agen-
cy’s failed approach from the start. It
was rushed, unfinished, unsupported by
data, and not done in coordination
with the other prudential regulators.

And to cap it all off, Comptroller
Otting abandoned his post within the
very same week of publishing this rule,
in the middle of a pandemic, economic
crisis, and a looming banking crisis,
leaving everyone else to hold the bag.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield an additional 30 seconds to the
gentleman.

Mr. MEEKS. Madam Speaker, the
fact is, there is room to modernize CRA
and to update it to the realities of
modern-day banking. The Fed and com-
munity advocacy groups have put for-
ward some thoughtful ideas on just
how to do that.

Let us pass this bill, let us stop this
ill-fated rule that the OCC put out, and
let us do some real CRA to help people
in these communities who have been
deprived for far too long.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
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Colorado (Mr. TIPTON), a great member
from the Financial Services Committee
who also is the vice chair of the West-
ern Caucus.

Mr. TIPTON. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I rise in opposition to the resolution
on the floor today.

We agree that the Community Rein-
vestment Act is an important historic
piece of legislation; however, my
friends across the aisle have
mischaracterized the OCC’s rule and
the modernization of the CRA.

First, the OCC’s rulemaking process
has been thorough, inclusive, and
thoughtful. CRA regulations haven’t
been meaningfully updated since 1995,
making this a much-needed effort to
ensure that regulations match the
modern state of the banking industry.

The OCC’s processes included input
from the Federal Reserve, the FDIC,
the Federal Financial Institutions Ex-
amination Council, and the Treasury
Department.

The OCC has also provided ample op-
portunities for regulated banks and
consumer groups to weigh in.

What is more, 94 percent of the par-
ticipants in the OCC’s advance notice
of proposed rulemaking agreed that the
current CRA rules lack objectivity,
transparency, and fairness. These are
the central themes to the OCC’s mod-
ernization effort.

Second, this update to the CRA is
needed now more than ever. One large
bank’s CEO recently noted that due to
COVID-19, the bank has seen some-
where between a 17 and 35 percent in-
crease in online banking activity that
normally would have been conducted in
the branch. Americans are turning to
online banking resources now more
than ever.

The OCC’s rule takes steps to be able
to ensure that CRA dollars go into low-
to-moderate income communities
where banks draw their deposits, not
only where they have bank branches.
This change is forward-looking and
should mark significant new opportuni-
ties to be able to invest in underserved
communities.

Third, the OCC regularly and mean-
ingfully engaged with critics in the
rulemaking process. The OCC met with
community, consumer, and academic
groups to listen to their concerns
about the proposal.

These meetings resulted in real
changes to the OCC’s final rule, includ-
ing a raised exemption threshold for
community banks, changes to the
treatment of mortgage origination and
sale on the secondary market for pur-
poses of the CRA, and raising the bar
for a passing grade in CRA examina-
tions.

This rule creates greater account-
ability between banks and the commu-
nities they invest in under the CRA. It
adds transparency in what activity
counts towards CRA credit, creates
fairer and more timely examinations,
and allows CRA performances to be
measured assessment over assessment

H2573

and against other banks. It also allows
banks to reach new constituencies with
their CRA dollars, most notably dis-
abled, Tribal, rural, and farm popu-
lations.

By increasing regulatory certainty
and reducing subjectivity, the OCC
CRA modernization rule can equal
greater lending and investment in un-
derserved communities.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘no” on the measure.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Oversight and Inves-
tigations.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, it is an honor to serve in the Con-
gress of the United States of America
under Chairwoman WATERS’ leadership.

Madam Speaker, Ms. WATERS and I
both know that the CRA was not born
to create luxury homes in opportunity
zones. The CRA was not birthed to pro-
vide opportunities in what are being
called banking deserts that may not be
LMI communities.

The CRA was born to correct the
harm that the government had done in
the 1930s.

At that time, the government, by and
through the FHA, decided that it would
craft maps, and these maps had red
lines on them. These red lines became
communities that were undesirable,
but more appropriately, they were
deemed unsafe, and as a result, lending
institutions would not lend in these
redlined areas.

The CRA was born to end the dis-
crimination, the redlining, but this bill
takes a step back to the 1930s.

This bill will not undo the harm that
was done; it will increase the harm. I
cannot support it.

The CRA was created to help LMI,
low-to-moderate income, communities
have banking privileges that they were
denied under the law.

This bill doesn’t help us with the
LMIs. It is going to give those big guys
an opportunity to acquire these funds.
I stand against it.

Madam Speaker, I support the chair
of the committee and I stand for jus-
tice for the LMI communities.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), my friend
and the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Investor Protection, En-
trepreneurship, and Capital Markets.

Mr. HUIZENGA. Madam Speaker, I
rise today in opposition to H.J. Res. 90,
which is an effort to overturn a long-
overdue regulatory update of the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act.

Frankly, it is ludicrous to compare
this modernization effort to bringing
us back to 1930s banking policy. I don’t
understand how my colleagues on the
other side can possibly equate that.

So we all agree the fundamental pur-
pose of the Community Reinvestment
Act is to combat unacceptable, dis-
criminatory redlining, and demand
that banks meet the credit needs of
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their communities. There is no dis-
agreement on that. My friend from
New York laid out that history very,
very well. It is the reason why we sup-
port the CRA and modernizing it.

However, the regulations promul-
gated to implement the CRA haven’t
been meaningfully updated since 1995.
Now, earlier we were talking about
credit reporting, and the chair cited
the fact that we had not addressed this
in 17 years, as to why we needed to pass
the bill that was on the floor. Well, we
haven’t addressed the CRA in any
meaningful way for 25 years. We have 8
years on that on this particular issue.

So in May of this year, the Office of
the Comptroller of the Currency issued
a final rule that modernizes the Com-
munity Reinvestment Act regulations
for the 21st century.

The final rule provides clarity to
banks on what activities count for a
Community Reinvestment Credit, up-
dated the geographic definitions of a
bank’s community, as well as accounts
for the technological transformation of
banking services that we have seen.
This will ensure that banks’ reinvest-
ment will be in those communities that
need it most.

The final rule establishes new per-
formance standards and metrics that
will allow OCC bank examiners to
measure performance objectively and
produce more consistent, useful, and
timely Community Reinvestment Act
evaluations to provide more clarity to
banks.

Now, I understand that some of my
colleagues want to have this ‘‘let’s
move the target to my pet project”
kind of a way of evaluating where a
bank is going, but that is not what it is
intended to do.

Lastly, this modernization intro-
duces objective reporting measures
that will allow comparison over time
and between banks, which has never
been possible in the history of the
CRA. What is a good project in one
neighborhood should be viewed as a
good project in an adjacent neighbor-
hood, and that isn’t the case today.
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As we work to ensure a strong eco-
nomic recovery for all Americans—all
Americans—it is critical that we en-
courage financial institutions to con-
tinue to provide services to those most
in need.

I have the poorest county in the
State of Michigan. I have urban and
suburban areas. These are issues that
affect all of America.

The OCC’s rule will play an impor-
tant role in this recovery effort by en-
couraging more capital, investment,
and lending services in the commu-
nities hardest hit by COVID-19.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield the gentleman from Michigan an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. HUIZENGA. Madam Speaker, 1
appreciate the ranking member doing
that. Let me just wrap up.

The
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By using the Congressional Review
Act to overturn this critical final rule,
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle will only delay progress and harm
the very communities that I know they
want to protect. Those are the same
communities that I serve as well.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote
against this partisan attempt to over-
turn much-needed reform and mod-
ernization of the Community Reinvest-
ment Act, and I am hopeful that we are
going to be able to come together and
work on true, meaningful, actual re-
form in the long run.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. HECK), a senior mem-
ber of the Financial Services Com-
mittee.

Mr. HECK. Madam Speaker, I thank
the chairwoman for introducing this
important measure, of which I am a
proud cosponsor.

This resolution is especially timely
as we reckon with the legacy of dis-
crimination in our country. In that
process, we must consider how housing
policy has contributed to systemic in-
equality.

For decades in this country, we al-
lowed a Federal agency to legitimize
racial discrimination by creating those
color-coded maps indicating where in-
vestments would be profitable,
‘“‘greenlined,” or where it would not be,
“redlined.”

We built institutional obstacles for
Black families trying to purchase a
home, and that resulted in devastating,
intergenerational financial disadvan-
tages.

Redlining prevented access to the
single most important wealth-building
tool an American has access to, that is,
owning a home. The result? Black fam-
ilies have a median net worth of
$17,000, compared to $171,000 for White
families. In fact, homeownership by
Black families is 44 percent, and by
White families, 74 percent.

We have a responsibility to do every-
thing we can to correct this. After all,
we created it.

Yet, in the middle of a pandemic that
has made racial disparities all the
more pronounced, the OCC rushed out a
final rule that undermined the legisla-
tion that made redlining illegal, and
they even did it without the support of
the Federal Reserve or FDIC.

The OCC’s vague definitions and
overly simplistic metrics do not do jus-
tice to what a crucial role homeowner-
ship and housing policy have played in
racial inequality.

Their approach takes us backward. If
you don’t want to go backward, vote
“‘yes’ on this measure. If you believe
homeownership should be available to
all Americans, regardless of skin color,
vote ‘“‘yes’ on this matter. If you op-
pose redlining, vote ‘‘yes’” on this
measure. If you want to stand for ra-
cial justice, vote ‘“‘yes’” on this meas-
ure.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
would just note for the RECORD that
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the FDIC approved just this week this
rule, the CRA, so that is, in fact, they
actually support this underlying rule.
Madam Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Little Rock, Ar-
kansas (Mr. HILL), my colleague and
friend, the ranking member of the Na-
tional Security, International Develop-

ment and Monetary Policy Sub-
committee.
Mr. HILL of Arkansas. Madam

Speaker, I thank the ranking member
for the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in oppo-
sition to H.J. Res. 90, but I rise in sup-
port of the Community Reinvestment
Act. And I rise in support of the goal of
CRA, for a fair and more equitable
treatment of financial investment, par-
ticularly in low- and moderate-income
areas of our communities.

This resolution overturns the up-
dated Community Reinvestment Act
regulation before it has even had a
chance to take effect.

Speaking purely from a procedural
standpoint, this resolution, in my view,
Madam Speaker, is not necessary. We
could be spending time on the House
floor today in a much more productive
way to advance the economy.

The Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency has gone through a rigorous
Administrative Procedure Act process.
I think our constituents should know
they have conducted outreach since
2017, 3 years, and have taken all that
into consideration, the Federal Reserve
data, Treasury recommendations, and
have conducted both advanced notice
for proposed rulemaking and a notice
of proposed rulemaking, and received
7,500 comments.

The final rule ended up incorporating
much of this serious and constructive
criticism received from all stake-
holders, notably, our community
groups.

Banks have been complying with the
Community Reinvestment Act for
years. This is not a new rule, Madam
Speaker. This rule is simply being up-
dated to reflect the current economic
and banking conditions in our country.
The last time that was updated was
1995.

Working for a publicly traded bank
in Arkansas then, I was involved in the
training and the implementation at
that bank for those 1995 revisions.

Madam Speaker, as one of the few
Members of Congress who has actually
gone through multiple CRA examina-
tions, I can assure my colleagues that
this rule could benefit from a thought-
ful update.

The final rule clarifies what counts
for CRA credit. It updates what bank
activity counts for CRA credit. It eval-
uates the CRA performance of our fi-
nancial institutions in a much more
fair, open manner. It makes CRA re-
porting more transparent and faster. It
reflects the fintech community of dig-
ital banking in our country today. And
it enhances CRA for rural areas and
Tribal areas in our country.

In short, the bank branch issue that
the ranking member mentioned is seri-
ous. We have had a shrinking number
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of banks since the original rule was
proposed in 1977, and the CRA rule was
connected to those bank branches.
That is another reason for modernizing
the rule.

Since we created this bank branch
closure system by our economy con-
tracting the number of banks, due to
regulation and the like, it is a double
whammy, so let’s make sure that our
banks can get credit for doing a good
job on accessing of all of our commu-
nities, particularly our minority, low-
to-moderate income, and rural areas
served by those institutions.

Let’s fix this problem by having the
certainty that we have an effective
CRA rule, that it is implemented prop-
erly, and that we can all see our con-
stituencies benefited by that.

Let’s let the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency do their job. They are the bank-
ing experts. They are the ones who
have been managing this work. Con-
gress should not be undermining it.

Madam Speaker, I thank the chair-
man for the time, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘“‘no’” on the resolution
but support the work of the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Massachusetts (Ms. PRESSLEY), a
member of the Financial Services Com-
mittee.

Ms. PRESSLEY. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today in support of this critical
resolution reversing a rule tainted by
conflicts of interest and callous dis-
regard for the communities most af-
fected.

As hundreds of thousands take to the
streets, as the cries for a reckoning
with this Nation’s past and present
grow louder, this administration be-
lieves that the future is further deregu-
lation.

Today, we reject the administration’s
position that it is banks that are de-
serving of our time and sympathy as
further relief funding is denied to mil-
lions of struggling families.

There is no separating the history of
banking from the history of racism in
this country. Wall Street, our Nation’s
financial capital, is named after a
structure erected by enslaved people
and then served as a site where they
were bought and sold.

Today, we have predatory lenders set
up in Black communities, where sys-
tems of oppression ensure a steady
stream of customers, communities that
banks have decided are simply not
worth their time or their business.

The Community Reinvestment Act
reflects, and is a direct response to this
history, and aims to reverse course.

I urge all of my colleagues to ac-
knowledge the decades of divestment
from our communities and to support
this crucial civil rights legislation.

Mr. McCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Janesville, Wisconsin (Mr. STEIL).

Mr. STEIL. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to the resolution of
disapproval.
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The Community Reinvestment Act is
an important law that encourages in-
vestments in places like Racine, Keno-
sha, and Janesville, and communities
in need across this country. But the
rulings governing the CRA haven’t
been updated since 1995.

In the last 25 years, the banking in-
dustry has undergone significant
changes. Small and medium-sized
banks have consolidated and closed.
Branches have disappeared from some
rural and low-income areas. Tech-
nology has drastically affected the way
millions of Americans are conducting
their banking.

The CRA needs to be updated to fit
the banking system we have today and
to meet the needs of the communities
in 2020. That is exactly what the OCC is
trying to do with the new rule.

The new CRA rule provides financial
institutions with greater clarity about
which activities count for CRA credit
and where that activity needs to take
place. It also takes into account the re-
ality that many banking activities are
conducted online by giving banks that
are largely digital credit for investing
in areas where they take deposits.

By implementing consistent, objec-
tive metrics, the new CRA rule also
makes it easier for examiners to meas-
ure the performance and to compare in-
stitutions. This resolution of dis-
approval would block all that progress,
to the detriment of communities in
need.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’”’ on
this resolution.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. OCASIO-CORTEZ),
who is also a member of the Financial
Services Committee.

Ms. OCASIO-CORTEZ. Madam
Speaker, I thank Chairwoman WATERS
for her continued leadership on the
Community Reinvestment Act.

Over the last several weeks, our Na-
tion has been gripped by the uprisings
against anti-Black racism and sys-
temic racial injustice across the
United States. But there is a difference
between saying that we believe in the
inherent dignity, equality, and value of
our Black brothers and sisters and ac-
tually committing to it. The Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act is one such
commitment.

Our Nation has an unconscionable ra-
cial wealth gap that is directly rooted
in the racist financial practice of red-
lining, whereby Black communities
had red lines drawn around them on a
map and were systematically denied
banking, housing, and economic oppor-
tunities.

As a result, generations of White
communities were given a head start at
homeownership, which was the founda-
tion of generational wealth, while
Black communities were denied.

This fuels a runaway generational
wealth gap that haunts the United
States today. It is a practice that con-
tinues, with over 60 metro areas, in
this very moment, having banks that
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deny Black applicants at significantly
higher rates than they do White appli-
cants.

Now, the CRA is an antiracist, anti-
poverty policy that seeks to remedy
some of the damage done.

Yet, while this administration and
the Republican Party paid lip service
to Black and Brown communities with
toothless policing legislation, behind
everyone’s back, the OCC made moves
to gut rules around the CRA and ad-
vance the continued economic oppres-
sion of Black people in the United
States. In fact, these rule changes ad-
vance gentrification and value luxury
housing over investment in Black lives.

Well, to that move, we have four
words: Not on our watch. That is be-
cause, in this House, in the 116th
House, under the leadership of Chair-
woman WATERS, we will value Black
lives.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. GARCIA), a member of the
Financial Services Committee.
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Mr. GARCIA of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, I thank Chairwoman WATERS
for this opportunity.

I rise in support of this resolution
and join my colleagues in opposition to
the Trump administration’s new rule
that weakens implementation of the
Community Reinvestment Act.

It is an outrage that the Trump ad-
ministration’s OCC issued this rule
that guts a historic law in the midst of
an unprecedented pandemic.

To add insult to injury, former Chair-
man Otting resigned his post imme-
diately after issuing the rule so that he
will avoid cleaning up the fallout from
this mess. It is up to Congress to clean
it up, and that is what we are seeking
to do.

The Community Reinvestment Act
was enacted more than 40 years ago
and has been one of our most powerful
tools against redlining and the per-
petration of systemic racism and pov-
erty.

Like so much of our country’s his-
tory, the story of the CRA runs
through Chicago, where a local commu-
nity organizer in the Austin neighbor-
hood, Gale Cincotta, led the fight
against discriminatory housing injus-
tice and earned the nickname ‘‘Mother
of the CRA.” Through her work with
her neighborhood association and Na-
tional People’s Action, Cincotta fought
against redlining and disinvestment
from our communities using some of
the innovative and confrontational tac-
tics that we recognize in today’s pro-
test movements.

My district is a working-class immi-
grant district, and Gale Cincotta and
organizers like her across the country
fought to pass the CRA so that commu-
nities like mine would not be left be-
hind by financial institutions.

The OCC’s rule allows lenders to
count activities that have nothing to
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do with improving our neighborhoods
toward their requirements to serve
low- and moderate-income commu-
nities, decrease transparency, and
make it even harder to hold these in-
stitutions accountable. That is why we
oppose it.

Mr. McHENRY. Madam Speaker, 1
am prepared to close.

May I inquire if there are further
speakers on the majority side.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
have additional speakers.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CRIST), who is a member
of the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. CRIST. Madam Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to thank
Chairwoman WATERS for promoting ac-
cess to capital for minority borrowers.

Since the murder of George Floyd,
our Nation has embarked on a true,
broad-based push to defeat institu-
tional racism. America is coming to re-
alize that racism did not end with
emancipation, and it did not end with
civil rights. It is still very much with
us all today.

So, as we commit ourselves to Black
Lives Matter, we need to also ensure
Black communities matter, Black
homeownership matters, Black wealth
matters, and Black businesses matter.

My hometown of south St. Peters-
burg, Florida, is blessed by a large and
vibrant Black community where, de-
spite their strength, pride, character,
and entrepreneurial spirit, we are still
working to overcome institutional rac-
ism. Underinvestment in the commu-
nity, food deserts, and redlining exist.

This past weekend, I witnessed the
unveiling of the Black Lives Matter
mural in front of the Dr. Carter G.
Woodson African American Museum. It
is right near one of my favorite res-
taurants on the south side, Chief’s Cre-
ole Cafe.

While the art moved me beyond
words, reality quickly set in. The own-
ers of Chief’s Creole, the Brayboys,
were told by their bank that they
couldn’t get a PPP loan, not because
they didn’t qualify, but because the big
banks are leaving behind the smallest
businesses, businesses overrepresented
by Black, women, and veteran owners.

If the banks aren’t making PPP
loans to Black-owned businesses when
they don’t have skin in the game, how
can we trust them to do the right thing
when it is their own money at risk?

That is why the Community Rein-
vestment Act is so vitally important.
That is why we need it to work for the
communities it was actually designed
to serve.

The OCC got it wrong. Vote ‘“‘yes’ to
repeal the rule.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, if Mr.
MCHENRY has no more speakers, I am
prepared to close.

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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So, in closing, the Community Rein-
vestment Act, we agree, is an impor-
tant law that is intended to support
underserved communities across Amer-
ica. Maintaining the status quo also ig-
nores the innovation and the needs of
our community.

The innovations taking place to fi-
nancial services and to banking over
the last 25 years need to be addressed,
but also the fact that we are not actu-
ally meeting the needs desperately
needed in communities around our dis-
trict, both the urban and rural.

The new regulations will increase in-
vestment and capital in communities
and provide more clarity and trans-
parency to all parties involved in the
process. That is why it is a good up-
date.

As we work to ensure a strong eco-
nomic recovery for all Americans, it is
critical we encourage financial institu-
tions to continue to provide services
for those most in need. The OCC’s final
rule will play an important role in this
recovery effort by encouraging more
capital, investment, and lending serv-
ices in the communities hardest hid by
COVID-19. That is good.

The OCC took a very thoughtful ap-
proach, embracing input from other
agencies and stakeholders over the
course of several years. The final rule
builds in nearly all of the constructive
criticism the agency has received
through the open comment process. In
fact, this shows the agency is willing
to compromise but not willing to settle
for the status quo.

The OCC’s modernization of the CRA
regulation is a long overdue update
that will help our communities come
into the 21st century stronger and
healthier. The last time these regula-
tions were revised was in 1995, when
banking received most of their deposits
through branches, and as such, the old
regulations that are on the books still
rely heavily on branch locations.

Quite frankly, what we have seen
over the last 100 days in America is
that branches are less vital than they
were in previous generations, because
most of these branches have been shut
down in our States because our States
are trying to do the right thing to ad-
dress this health crisis. That is why we
are wearing masks, that is why we are
social distancing, and that is why we
are trying to be responsible to one an-
other and be thoughtful in our ap-
proach to one another.

But, unfortunately, this bill before us
is a very straightforward up-and-down.
I will say let’s not support the status
quo. Let’s support innovation and an
update to our regulation to meet the
needs of our communities and to meet
the needs that are so desperately need-
ed both in the rural communities and
the urban communities in America.

Vote against this resolution and sup-
port the underlying rule.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, may
I inquire as to how much time is re-
maining.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 8% min-
utes remaining.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, be-
fore I move into my closing, I would
like to correct Mr. MCHENRY, who said
the FDIC approved the OCC CRA rule
this week. That is not correct. My staff
just called the FDIC to confirm that
they did not approve the rule.

Mr. MCHENRY. Will the gentle-
woman yield?

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. McHENRY. I misspoke. I said
they supported the CRA.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Madam Speaker, I include in the
RECORD multiple letters from dozens of
consumers, community and civil rights
groups in support of H.J. Res. 90.

CHIEF COUNSEL’S OFFICE, OFFICE OF
THE COMPTROLLER OF THE CUR-
RENCY,

Washington, DC.
Attention: Comment Processing

We are writing to oppose the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) and the
Office of Comptroller of the Currency’s (OCC)
proposed changes that would seriously weak-
en the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)
The U.S. Conference of Mayors has strong
policy supporting the CRA. The law was
passed in 1977 to end redlining, and to meet
the credit needs of communities where banks
do business. Discrimination in lending still
exists.

But the FDIC and OCC proposed changes
would make the banks less accountable to
their communities through complex and con-
fusing performance measures on CRA exams
while oversimplifying how bank’s perform-
ances to local needs are measured. Moreover,
public input into the process will be difficult
and limited. This will result in significantly
fewer loans, investments and services to
communities most in need of more credit and
capital.

The CRA has been of enormous benefit to
low- and -moderate income Americans. For
example, since 1996, CRA-covered banks
issued more than 27 million small business
loans in low-and moderate-income tracts, to-
taling $1.093 trillion, and $1.076 trillion in
community development loans that support
affordable housing and economic develop-
ment projects benefitting low-and moderate-
income communities.

While such results are very good, the pro-
posed rule will make it all but impossible to
continue such impressive results. Moreover,
much more can be achieved by regulations
that modernize the CRA to take into ac-
count changes in the banking industry and
the economy. For example, independent
mortgage companies not covered by CRA
make more than 50 percent of the home
mortgages in our nation. If anything, the
CRA should be strengthened to reflect
changing demographics and changes in the
financial industry, and not weaken the CRA
as the proposed rule would do. We strongly
encourage you to reconsider a proposed rule,
and look to modernizing CRA that will truly
benefit low and moderate income citizens.

Sincerely,

Justin Wilson, Alexandria, VA; Satya
Rhodes-Conway, Madison, WI; Alan L. Nagy,
Newark, CA; Alan Webber, Santa Fe, NM;
Sam Weaver, Boulder, CO; Carlo DeMaria
Jr., Everett, MA; Robert Garcia, Long
Beach, CA; Steve Benjamin, Columbia, SC;
Jerome A. Prince, Gary, IN; Brian C. Wahler,
Piscataway, NJ; Gregory J. Oravec, Port St.
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Lucie, FL; Steve Adler, Austin, TX; Robert
Donchez, Bethlehem, PA; Jack W. Bradley,
Lorain, OH; David J. Berger, Lima, OH;
Scott Conger, Jackson, TN; Joe Coviello,
Cape Coral, FL; Denny Doyle, Beaverton,
OR; Hillary Schieve, Reno, NV; Trey Mendez,
Brownsville, TX; Patrick J. Furey, Torrance,
CA; Marcia A. Leclerc, East Hartford, CT;
Jesse Arreguin, Berkeley, CA; Jim Kenney,
Philadelphia, PA; Nan Whaley, Dayton, OH;
Christopher L. Cabaldon, West Sacramento,
CA; Martin J. Walsh, Boston, MA; Allan
Ekberg, Tukwila, WA; Jorge O. Elorza, Prov-
idence, RI; Juan Carlos Bermudez, Doral, FL;
Frank C. Ortis, Pembroke Pines, FL; Bryan
K. Barnett, Rochester Hills, MI; Jacob Frey,
Minneapolis, MN; Ron Nirenberg, San Anto-
nio, TX; Joy Cooper, Hallandale Beach, FL;
Lyda Krewson, St. Louis, MO; Steve
Schewel, Durham, NC; John Giles, Mesa, AZ;
James B. Hovland, Edina, MN; Nathan
Blackwell, St. Cloud, FL; Hazelle Rogers,
Lauderdale Lakes, FL; Eric Johnson, Dallas,
TX; Mark W. Mitchell, Tempe, AZ; Tom
Dailly, Schaumburg, IL; Andy Berke, Chat-
tanooga, TN; Pauline Russo Cutter, San
Leandro, CA; Steve Gawron, Muskegon, MI;
William Peduto, Pittsburgh, PA; Lioneld
Jordan, Fayetteville, AR; Muriel Bowser,
Washington, DC; Regina Romero, Tucson,
AZ; Geoff Kors, Palm Springs, CA;
Acquanetta Warren, Fontana, CA; Michael B.
Hancock, Denver, CO; Mike Duggan, Detroit,
MI; Leirion Gaylor Baird, Lincoln, NE;
Keisha Lance Bottoms, Atlanta, GA; Greg
Fischer, Louisville, KY; Victoria Woodards,
Tacoma, WA; Tim Keller, Albuquerque, NM;
Patrick L. Wojahn, College Park, MD; Louis
‘Woody’ L. Brown, Largo, FL; Ted Wheeler,
Portland, OR; Erin J. Mendenhall, Salt Lake
City, UT; Daniel J. Stermer, Weston, FL;
John Cranley, Cincinnati, OH; Lori E. Light-
foot, Chicago, IL; Carolyn G. Goodman, Las
Vegas, NV; Christina Muryn, Findlay, OH;
James Allen Joines, Winston-Salem, NC;
Sam Liccardo, San Jose, CA; Jon Mitchell,
New Bedford, MA; Robert Restaino, Niagara
Falls, NY; Chris Koos, Normal, IL; Lily Mei,
Fremont, CA; Bridget Donnell Newton,
Rockville, MD; Jeffrey Z. Slavin, Somerset,
MD; Bernard ‘Jack’ C. Young, Baltimore,
MD; Kenneth D. Miyagishima, Las Cruces,
NM; Carol Dutra-Vernaci, Union City, CA;
Mary Casillas Salas, Chula Vista, CA; Lucy
K. Vinis, Eugene, OR; Thomas ‘Tom’ C.
Henry, Fort Wayne, IN; Debra March, Hen-
derson, NV; Andrew J. Ginther, Columbus,
OH; Kevin McKeown, Santa Monica, CA;
Anne McEnerny-Ogle, Vancouver, WA; Mi-
chael Vandersteen, Sheboygan, WI; David
Anderson, Kalamazoo, MI; Melvin Carter, St.
Paul, MN; Ashira Mohammed, Pembroke
Park, FL; Amy Bublak, Turlock, CA; Daniel
Rivera; Lawrence, MA; William ‘Bill’
Edwards, South Fulton, GA; Richard C.
David, Binghamton, NY; Katrina Foley,
Costa Mesa, CA; Shari Cantor, West Hart-
ford, CT; Rex Hardin, Pompano Beach, FL;
Tracy Johnson, Lockington, OH.

CALIFORNIA REINVESTMENT COALITION,

June 23, 2020.
CRC AND CA GROUPS SUPPORT H.J. RES. 90

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI, The California Re-
investment Coalition (CRC) and our member
organizations and allies write in strong sup-
port of H.J. Res. 90, the Congressional Re-
view Act Resolution to reverse the harmful
rule recently finalized by the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) which
would gut the Community Reinvestment Act
(CRA). Please find following a letter from
over sixty (60) California based and Cali-
fornia servicing organizations in support of
the Resolution.

The California Reinvestment Coalition
builds an inclusive and fair economy that
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meets the needs of communities of color and
low-income communities by ensuring that
banks and other corporations invest and con-
duct business in our communities in a just
and equitable manner.

The CRA is a critical piece of civil rights
legislation that has worked to fight historic
and continuing redlining practices, and to
bring much needed lending and investment
into low-income communities of color. The
CRA encourages banks to help meet local
community credit needs by creating opportu-
nities for homeownership, small business
ownership, job creation, financial capability,
and affordable housing and community de-
velopment in neighborhoods that have been
otherwise excluded from the financial main-
stream and the American dream.

The OCC’s harmful rule will reverse these
gains by substantially lowering the bar and
enabling banks to get passing grades through
activities that are further and further re-
moved from low-income communities, home-
owners, tenants and small businesses. The
OCC takes this damaging action during a
pandemic that has had a disproportionate
impact on the very communities meant to
benefit from CRA.

We urge all members of Congress to co-
sponsor and vote in favor of this important
resolution. Defending civil rights and pro-
tecting communities ravaged by redlining
and systemic racism has never been more
important.

Thank you for your concern regarding
these issues and your consideration of our
views.

Very Truly Yours,
KEVIN STEIN,
Deputy Director.

Abundant Housing LA, AnewAmerica Com-
munity Corporation, Asian Pacific Islander
Small Business Program, ASIAN, Inc.,
CAARMA Consumer Advocates Against Re-
verse Mortgage Abuse, Cabrillo Economic
Development Corporation, California Capital
Financial Development Corporation, Cali-
fornia Coalition for Rural Housing, Cali-
fornia Housing Partnership, California Rein-
vestment Coalition, California Resources
and Training, CAMEO—California Associa-
tion for Micro Enterprise Opportunity,
CCEDA, CDC Small Business Finance, Center
for Responsible Lending, CHOC, City Heights
Community Development Corp, City of Liv-
ingston, Coachella Valley Housing Coalition,
Coalition for Economic Survival (CES), Com-
munity Housing Development Corporation,
Community Economics, Consumers for Auto
Reliability and Safety, East Bay Asian Local
Development Corporation, East Bay Housing
Organizations (EBHO), Fair Housing Advo-
cates of Northern California, Faith and Com-
munity Empowerment (formerly KCCD),
Family Financial Well-Being Collaborative—
Ventura County CA, Fresno CDFI dba Access
Plus Capital, Home Preservation and Preven-
tion Inc DBA HPP Cares, Housing Rights
Center, LA Forward, Law Foundation of Sil-
icon Valley, Los Angeles LDC, Main Street
Launch, Merritt Community Capital Cor-
poration, Mission Asset Fund (MAF), Mis-
sion Economic Development Agency
(MEDA), Multicultural Real Estate Alliance
for Urban Change, MyPath, Neighborhood
Housing Services of Los Angeles County,
NeighborWorks Orange County, Non-Profit
Housing Association of Northern California
(NPH), Opportunity Fund, Oxnard Housing
Authority, Pahali Community Land Trust,
Public Counsel, Public Good Law Center,
Public Law Center, Reinvent South Stock-
ton Coalition, Renaissance Entrepreneurship
Center, Sacramento Housing Alliance, Sac-
ramento Housing and Redevelopment Agen-
cy, Self-Help Federal Credit Union, Spanish
Speaking Unity Council of Alameda County,
Inc., Strategic Actions for a Just Economy
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(SAJE), Tenderloin Neighborhood Develop-
ment Co, The Fair Housing Council of San
Diego, The Public Interest Law Project, Ven-
tura County Community Development Cor-
poration, Western Center on Law & Poverty,
Women’s Economic Ventures, Working Solu-
tions, Maria Benjamin (Deputy Dir, San
Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development), Nick Cortez
(Chair, California Progressive Alliance),
Mark Moulton (Vice Chair, EPA CAN DO).
THE LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE AND
NATIONAL COMMUNITY REINVEST-
MENT COALITION,
June 23, 2020.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: We, the undersigned
organizations, write to express our strong
support for H.J. Res. 90, a Congressional Re-
view Act resolution of disapproval that will
nullify a rulemaking by the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) that, if
allowed to stand, would drastically under-
mine one of our nation’s most important
civil rights laws, the Community Reinvest-
ment Act of 1977 (the CRA).

Enacted in 1977, the Community Reinvest-
ment Act (CRA) has been vital in fighting
redlining, a practice that systematically—
and for decades, as a matter of federal pol-
icy—shut neighborhoods of color and lower-
income communities out from home loans
and other essential financial services. The
CRA requires banks to undertake reasonable
efforts to lend to and invest in all of the
neighborhoods in areas where they do busi-
ness. The law has helped to spur increased
investments in formerly-redlined commu-
nities. It did not, however, prevent non-bank
lenders (who are not subject to the CRA)
from flooding communities of color with
toxic subprime mortgages in the years before
the 2008 crisis; and research shows that ra-
cial disparities in lending—which cannot be
explained away by differences in credit
scores—persist to this day.

It is clear that the CRA needs to be mod-
ernized and strengthened in order to fulfill
its original purpose. But in January, the
OCC and the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration (FDIC) published a Notice of Pro-
posed Rulemaking (NPRM) that would in-
stead significantly weaken the CRA. The
agencies proposed new overly simplistic
metrics system that would make it far easier
for banks to pass their CRA exams by mak-
ing large investments in communities where
they can reap the largest rewards, rather
than carefully-targeted, smaller investments
in underserved consumers and neighbor-
hoods.

Even before the NPRM was published, a
wide range of stakeholders weighed in with
both the OCC and FDIC to raise concerns and
to ask for more data justifying the changes.
Those concerns were not addressed, and the
data was never released. By the time the
NPRM was published, the United States and
the world were just beginning to learn about
the growing threat posed by a dangerous new
respiratory virus. In the coming weeks, it be-
came clear that the virus had not been con-
tained, and it spread rapidly to multiple
countries including the United States. As
stakeholders and the public began devoting
more and more resources and attention to
the health, social, and economic fallout of
the growing pandemic, and many urged the
OCC and FDIC to temporarily suspend rule-
making not related to COVID-19, the agen-
cies continued plowing ahead, only agreeing
to a one-month extension for comments.

In the days before the deadline for com-
ments on the rule, it had become clear that
COVID-19 was proving fatal to communities
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of color—the very communities the CRA was
intended to help—at a rate several times
higher than the population at large; the U.S.
Surgeon General warned the public to pre-
pare for ‘‘our 9/11 moment,” and models pre-
dicted 100,000 or more deaths in the United
States alone. Only 41 days after the com-
ment period ended, and even though only a
minority of commenters voiced support for
the new framework, the OCC rushed through
a final rule that left it largely intact. The
FDIC, to its credit, declined to finalize its
version of the rule at this time.

In the weeks since the OCC finalized its
rule, our nation has been facing a long-over-
due reckoning with our troubled legacy of
racial and ethnic discrimination. While
much of the conversation has rightly been
focused on police brutality and the impact of
over-policing in communities of color, this
conversation is inexorably tied to the lasting
economic, social, and legal legacy of red-
lining and other forms of racial discrimina-
tion.

We will not succeed in addressing issues
surrounding law enforcement in commu-
nities of color without also addressing dec-
ades of underinvestment in housing, employ-
ment, education, health care, transpor-
tation, and other factors that, to this day,
have contributed to the longstanding dis-
parities that are once again coming to light.
Now is certainly not the time to weaken the
most important civil rights laws we have at
our disposal to correct those disparities.

As such, we urge Congress to support H.J.
Res. 90, to overturn the OCC’s regulatory at-
tack on the Community Reinvestment Act.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely

Alianza Nacional de Campesinas, Ameri-
cans for Financial Reform, Color of Change,
Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities
Housing Task Force, Consumer Action,
Equality California, Impact Fund, The Lead-
ership Conference on Civil and Human
Rights, Matthew Shepard Foundation, Na-
tional Association for Latino Community
Asset Builders (NALCAB), National Associa-
tion of Consumer Advocates, National Com-
munity Reinvestment Coalition, National
Community Stabilization Trust, The Na-
tional Council of Asian Pacific Americans
(NCAPA), National LGBTQ Task Force Ac-
tion Fund, National Urban League, Pros-
perity Now, Woodstock Institute.

JUNE 23, 2020.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
U.S. Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The Center for Re-
sponsible Lending writes to express our
strong support for H.J. Res. 90, a Congres-
sional Review Act resolution of disapproval
that will invalidate the Office of the Comp-
troller of the Currency (OCC) final rule on
the Community Reinvestment Act.

The Community Reinvestment Act of 1977
(CRA) was one in a series of landmark civil
rights legislation and is a critical tool to
help our nation work toward overcoming the
legacy of redlining. Today’s racial wealth
gap and lending disparities are in large part
the result of decades of government policies
and practices that enabled the redlining of
communities of color for most of the 20th
century. In the post-Depression era, federal
policies that created housing opportunities
for returning veterans and their families ex-
plicitly excluded people of color from the
benefits of government-supported housing
programs. Among these programs were pub-
lic housing, the Home Owners’ Loan Corpora-
tion (HOLC), and mortgage insurance
through the Federal Housing Administration
(FHA). Not only did this redlining segregate
residential neighborhoods across the United
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States, but it granted whites the ability to
build wealth through homeownership while
denying equal opportunities for families of
color to build similar home equity over the
same period. The inequities that result from
these discriminatory programs are part of
the injustices that today’s people led pro-
tests are demanding are addressed.

The CRA imposes continuing and affirma-
tive obligations on banks to help meet the
credit needs of the local communities in
which they are chartered and continues to be
an important tool for fostering access to
credit for these communities today. The law
has urged banks to more actively lend in
LMI areas; it has also played a key role in
ensuring bank participation in community
revitalization efforts across the country.

Despite the importance of CRA and the
community investment it has spurred, CRA
rules must be strengthened. The CRA as ap-
plied has not done nearly enough to revi-
talize previously redlined areas and has not
made a substantial dent in the lagging home-
ownership rate for people of color. The white
homeownership rate is 73.7% while the rate
is 44% and 48.9% for Black and Latino bor-
rowers respectively. Additionally, bank lend-
ing in LMI communities and communities of
color has declined dramatically since the
Great Recession. And existing disparities
will be further perpetuated in the face of the
COVID-19 global public health and economic
crisis.

Unfortunately, the OCC decided to act uni-
laterally—without the Federal Reserve and
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation—to
issue a structurally flawed final rule that
weakens the CRA and will harm low- and
moderate-communities and communities of
color. Rather than postpone rulemaking to
focus on the devastating economic crisis
caused by the COVID-19 health pandemic,
the OCC issued the rule a mere six weeks
after the closing of the comment period on
its proposed rule despite broad requests for
delay from community groups, civil rights
and consumer organizations, and industry.
The OCC acknowledged in the preamble to
the final rule that most of the comments dis-
agreed with the proposal’s approach. Yet, the
OCC decided to side with the minority of
comments in support of the proposed rule.
The OCC’s rule will harm the communities
most adversely affected by the current crisis,
including many families that were hardest
hit by the Great Recession and have yet to
recover.

The final rule imposes an overly simplistic
evaluation measure that fails to ensure that
local banking needs are met, and sanctions
bank redlining. The rule overvalues the dol-
lar amount of CRA activities in comparison
to the quality of such activities and allows
banks to earn more credit for easier and
larger investments in communities from
which they can get the highest return. In-
deed, the rule permits banks to ignore 20% of
their assessment areas and still pass, result-
ing in unchecked neighborhood disinvest-
ment and redlining. The rule also disincen-
tives investment in LMI neighborhoods and
communities of color. It incentivizes activi-
ties and investments that do not ‘‘pri-
marily” benefit LMI communities, such as
large-scale infrastructure projects. Esti-
mating such projects’ impact on LMI neigh-
borhoods is difficult and thus will likely di-
vest funds away from smaller scale, yet
impactful community development activi-
ties. Furthermore, the rule reduces the im-
portance of retail lending and retail services,
resulting in less lending and investments in
communities that are already credit starved.
The rule is opposite to the CRA’s statutory
mission and will cause deep harm to commu-
nities.

We urge support for H.J. Res. 90 to reverse
the OCC’s regulatory attack on the Commu-
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nity Reinvestment Act. Thank you for your
consideration.
Sincerely,
CENTER FOR RESPONSIBLE LENDING.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, 1
would like to close by thanking Rep-
resentative MEEKS for his leadership on
this issue. I appreciate the support we
have received from our colleagues in
this effort.

Make no mistake, unchecked, the
OCC’s final rule will harm low- income
and minority communities that are
disproportionately suffering during
this COVID-19 crisis, and it will turn
the Community Reinvestment Act into
the community disinvestment act.

In passing this Congressional Review
Act resolution, we are not only nul-
lifying the OCC rule, but we are send-
ing two clear messages: regulators
should be focused on protecting the
economy from the pandemic and not on
removing safeguards, and that after
the pandemic, the OCC should go back
to the drawing board and work with
the Federal Reserve and FDIC to joint-
ly issue a new rule that strengthens
the Community Reinvestment Act and
helps low-and moderate-income com-
munities, including communities of
color.

For over a month now, by the thou-
sands, Americans have been marching
in the streets for justice. They are
standing up against racism and fight-
ing for justice for all. Just yesterday,
this House passed historic legislation
to reform our Nation’s police forces
and the unfair treatment so many peo-
ple of color have experienced at the
hands of those meant to serve and pro-
tect.

As we unite to fight against discrimi-
nation in our criminal justice system,
we must also fight against discrimina-
tion, disinvestment, and injustice in
our financial system and economic in-
justice in our communities. The OCC’s
rule would encourage disinvestment in
communities of color and lead to red-
lining on a massive scale. We must
stand up against this blatant effort to
economically disenfranchise hundreds
of low-income and minority commu-
nities nationwide.

So I want to say to my Members on
the opposite side of the aisle: I have
heard this theme that you support the
Community Reinvestment Act but you
don’t support my bill.

I would say to the Members:
can’t have it both ways.

Madam Speaker, I ask for an ‘‘aye”
vote on H.J. Res. 90, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speaker, |
submit the following letters to be included in
the debate on H.J. Res. 90. The following let-
ters express support for H.J. Res. 90.

NATIONAL COMMUNITY
REINVESTMENT COALITION,
June 23, 2020.

You

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
U.S. Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the
undersigned organizations, we are writing to
urge you to cosponsor and support H.J. Res.
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90, a disapproval resolution that would over-
turn a poorly constructed rule change on the
Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) hastily
finalized in May, days before Comptroller
Otting’s resignation from the agency, and
published this month.

At the outset, it is critical to note that the
Trump Administration is split on the CRA
final rule. With a lack of interagency coordi-
nation among the nation’s bank regulators,
different banks will be held to different rein-
vestment standards depending on their regu-
lator—an outcome that both banks and advo-
cates have cautioned against. Federal Re-
serve Chairman Jerome Powell testified just
last week that he expects the agency to
move forward with CRA updates intended to
garner ‘‘broad support among the commu-
nity of intended beneficiaries’” something he
considers to be ‘‘one non-negotiable condi-
tion for it.”” The OCC’s final rule achieved no
such support or consensus. The vast majority
of public comments—about 90 percent—op-
posed the CRA evaluation measure and pre-
sumptive ratings framework that remains at
the heart of the final rule, but the OCC
adopted it anyway.

The OCC’s final rule makes a series of
changes to the CRA regulatory framework
that reduce incentives for banks to lend to
low-and-moderate income (LMI) families and
invest and serve LMI communities: home
buyers and homeowners, small businesses,
community development projects that pri-
marily benefit and serve LMI people. It also
expands the number of banks that will have
no review of how they open and close bank
branches and provide key bank services in
LMI and underserved neighborhoods.

These harmful changes could not come at a
worse time. The ongoing COVID-19 pandemic
and widespread social unrest that is gripping
the nation has hit LMI and communities of
color the hardest and brought gapping dis-
parities to the forefront. The changes to the
CRA being pushed through by the OCC would
do little to address the pressing national pri-
orities of reducing the racial wealth gap, of
better serving those traditionally under-
served by the nation’s financial system or
stimulating an economic recovery from
COVID-19 that is equitable. While the OCC
claims its aim is to increase CRA activity,
the lack of interagency agreement among
this Administration’s regulators should
serve as a dire warning about that claim. We
do not yet know the full impact of COVID-19
on local mortgage markets, small business
resiliency, or how LMI households, neighbor-
hoods, local jobs, and key sectors will re-
cover. Weakening CRA at this moment is a
blueprint for a crisis after the crisis.

For all these reasons and more, we urge
you to cosponsor H.J. Res. 90 and support it
when it is considered on the House floor.

Sincerely,
NATIONAL GROUPS

National Community Reinvestment Coali-
tion (NCRC): AFL-CIO, Americans for Finan-
cial Reform, Center for Community
Progress, Consumer Action, Local Initiatives
Support Corporation (LISC), NACEDA, Na-
tional Association for Latino Community
Asset Builders (NALCAB), National Housing
Resource Center, National Housing Trust,
National NeighborWorks Association, Na-
tional Urban League, Prosperity Now, The
Leadership Conference on Civil and Human
Rights, UnidosUS.

ALABAMA
Titusville Development Corporation.
ARIZONA

Arizona Housing Coalition, Local First Ar-

izona, Local First Arizona Foundation.
CALIFORNIA

California Coalition for Rural Housing;

California Reinvestment Coalition; Cali-
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fornia Resources and Training; CDC Small
Business Finance; EAH Housing; Grounded
Solutions Network; High Impact Financial
Analysis, LLC; Peoples’ Self-Help Housing;
The Greenlining Institute; VEDC.
COLORADO
Urban Land Conservancy.
CONNECTICUT

Neighborhood Housing Services of Water-
bury.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Africa Diaspora Directorate.
DELAWARE

Delaware Community Reinvestment Ac-
tion Council, Inc.; Edgemoor Revitalization

Cooperative, Inc.; The Ministry of Caring
Inc.

FLORIDA
Affordable Homeownership Foundation,

Inc.; Community Reinvestment Alliance of
South Florida; Goldenrule Housing & Com-
munity Development Corp Inc; Metro North
Community Development Corp.; Solita’s
House.

HAWATI

Hawai‘i Alliance for Community-Based
Economic Development.
ILLINOIS

Accion Serving Illinois & Indiana; Chicago
Community Loan Fund; Chicago Rehab Net-

work; Housing Action Illinois; NW
HomeStart, Inc.; Woodstock Institute.
INDIANA

Continuum of Care Network NWI, Inc.;
HomesteadCS; Legacy Foundation; Pros-
perity Indiana.

KENTUCKY

River City Housing.

LOUISIANA

Multi-Cultural Development Center.

MASSACHUSETTS

Greater Boston Legal Services, Massachu-
setts Affordable Housing Alliance.

MARYLAND

African American Chamber of Commerce
of Montgomery County, Maryland Consumer
Rights Coalition, Maryland Consumer Rights
Coalition, Rebirth Inc., Residential Housing
Counseling Agency.

MAINE
Coastal Enterprises, Inc.
MICHIGAN

Fair Housing Center of Metropolitan De-
troit, GenesisHOPE, Habitat for Humanity of
Michigan, Southwest Economic Solutions.

MISSOURI

Metropolitan St. Louis Equal Housing and
Opportunity Council.

MISSISSIPPI

Hope Enterprise Corporation, Montgomery
Citizens United for Prosperity (MCUP).
MONTANA
Montana Fair Housing, Inc.
NORTH CAROLINA

Reinvestment Partners.

NEW JERSEY

NCRC Housing Rehab Fund, LLC; New Jer-
sey Association on Correction; New Jersey
Citizen Action; New Jersey Community Cap-
ital.

NEW MEXICO
Southwest Neighborhood Housing Services.
NEW YORK

Association for Neighborhood and Housing
Development (ANHD); Banana Kelly Commu-
nity Improvement Association; Beaulac As-
sociates LLC; BOC Capital Corp. CDFI; Busi-
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ness Outreach Center Network; Center for
NYC Neighborhoods; Chhaya Community De-
velopment Corporation; Community Capital
New York; Community Development Ven-
ture Capital Alliance; CNY Fair Housing,
Inc.; Community Loan Fund of the Capital
Region, Inc.; Fair Finance Watch; Fidelis
Federal Credit Union; Fifth Avenue Com-
mittee; Genesee Co-op FCU; Greater Jamaica
Development Corporation; Habitat for Hu-
manity New York City; Habitat NYC Com-
munity Fund; La Fuerza CDC; Neighbors
Helping Neighbors; NYS CDFI Coalition;
Oswego County Federal Credit Union;
PathStone Enterprise Center, Inc.; Renais-
sance Economic Development Corp.; The
Knowledge House; Three Jewels Outreach
Center; University Neighborhood Housing
Program.
OHIO
Cleveland Neighborhood Progress; Colum-
bus Compact dba Columbus Empowerment
Corp.; County Corp.; Homes on the Hill, CDC;
Ohio CDC Association; The Fair Housing
Center for Rights & Research; Working In
Neighborhoods.
OREGON
Housing Oregon.
PENNSYLVANIA
Amani Christian Community Develop-
ment; Beltzhoover Consensus Group; Berks
Latino Workforce Development Corporation
(BLWDC); Bloomfield-Garfield Corporation;
Chester Community Improvement Project;
Fair Housing Rights Center in Southeastern
Pennsylvania; Good Bricks Ventures LLC;
Hilltop Alliance; Housing Committee; Jave
Jive Coffee LLC; Mount Washington Commu-
nity Development Corporation; Northside
Leadership Conference; PHDA Pittsburgh
Housing Development Association, Inc.;
Philadelphia Association of Community De-
velopment Corporations; Pittsburgh Commu-
nity Reinvestment Group; Rising Tide Part-
ners; Southwest CDC; The Enterprise Center;
Tube City Renaissance; Wilkinsburg Commu-
nity Development Corporation.
RHODE ISLAND
HousingWorks RI.
TEXAS
Our Casas Resident Council INC., Recon
Foundation, Southern Dallas Progress Com-
munity Development Corporation.
UTAH
Rocky Mountain Community Reinvest-
ment Corporation.
WASHINGTON
Low Income Housing Institute.
WISCONSIN
Citizen Action of Wisconsin; Disability
Justice; Metropolitan Milwaukee Fair Hous-
ing Council; Movin’ Out, Inc.; United Com-
munity Center; Urban Economic Develop-
ment Association of Wisconsin (UEDA);
Washington Park Housing Comm; YWCA
Southeast Wisconsin; Revitalize Milwaukee.

NATIONAL HOUSING CONFERENCE,
Washington, DC, June 22, 2020.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI: I am writing on be-
half of the National Housing Conference
(NHC) to express our strong support for H.J.
Res. 90, the Congressional Review Act resolu-
tion of disapproval of the Community Rein-
v